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ABSTRACT
This research is a study of the nuclear family 
system, which is seen as an important context for 
understanding individual behavior and as a unit of focus 
itself for study and treatment.
One aspect of the project involves the search for 
meaningful variables according to which all families, 
distressed or nondistressed, can be described and 
studied. Sehismogenesis, the process of cumulative 
reactions between individuals over time, is seen as an 
important way to approach family interaction. Its two 
forms are complementarity, or exchange of opposite 
behaviors, and symmetry, or exchange of identical 
behaviors.
A form of nonschismogenesis, parallel interaction, 
is also investigated, and an effort is made to define 
this concept more clearly. A frame of reference for a 
definition brings together ideas and findings from the 
fields of cybernetics, systems theory, family research, 
theory and therapy, and anthropology. Parallel interaction 
is defined as loosely coupled, noncontingent, noncumulative 
interaction and is contrasted with the tightly coupled, 
contingent, cumulative interaction of sehismogenesis.
The participants in this study are William and Mary 
students and their families at home. Several questionnaires 
assessing aspects of family social climate, interaction 
style, use of humor, affect, anxiety and physical and 
emotional distancing are used, and incongruence among 
family members* reports is calculated. Many coherent 
relationships and patterns among these aspects of family 
life are seen, including support for hypotheses relating 
interaction style to aspects of family social environments.
Humor is found to be a distinct dimension of family 
life, and the affiliative and aggressive or punitive uses 
of humor appear to be separate phenomena rather than polar 
opposites. Unlike complementarity and parallelism in 
humor symmetrical humor does not follow the pattern of 
symmetrical interaction in other areas.
The patterns found in the results are discussed in 
terms of the definitions offered, and possibilities for 
future research of family interaction are suggested.
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LOOSE COUPLING AND PARALLEL INTERACTION 
IN FAMILY SYSTEMS
INTRODUCTION
Today efforts to study individual behavior and to 
treat individual disturbance are focused increasingly on 
the family, both as a context of behavior and as a unit of 
focus itself for study and treatment. Recent research 
emphasizes the process of interaction among family members 
in efforts to uncover interactional variables which 
differentiate families containing a disturbed member from 
families presenting no symptoms. The use of psychiatric 
nosology to classify whole families, such as in grouping 
families together for research purposes on the basis of 
having a schizophrenic member, is strongly criticized by 
Riskin and Faunce (1972) on the following groundss (a) 
the lack of agreement among clinicians regarding a given 
diagnosis, (b) failure of researchers to discriminate 
finely among psychiatric types as in grouping together 
many kinds of schizophrenics and (c) the lack of stability 
over time of individual symptoms themselves. In addition 
Jacob (1975) notes the problems involved when disturbed- 
member families are not comparable to normals on such 
demographic variables as age and sex of child, birth order 
of child, family social class, religion, ethnicity,
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family size and ages of parents* All of these factors 
can increase random variance if they do not actually 
confound results when two or more groups are assessed for 
differences.
Another approach emphasizes the search for variables 
of family structure and interaction according to which 
all families can be described. In this way families can 
be assessed according to continuous variables whose 
relationships to one another can be studied. Although 
researchers may attempt to establish validity for a 
measure based on its ability to discriminate clinical 
from nonclinical groups, the research need not stop at 
this level of understanding.
A useful way to conceptualize the structure of 
interaction can be found in the work of the anthropologist 
Bateson (1958)§ who uses the term "sehismogenesis” to 
denote an ongoing process of "reactions of individuals to 
the reactions of other individuals” (p. 175)• Schismo- 
genesis is the result of cumulative interaction between 
people over time, and it represents positive feedback 
within a relationship (Bateson, 1972). Undamped positive 
feedback processes take on self-perpetuating and self- 
amplifying, eg., snowballing, properties (see Maruyama, 
1963).
The two types of sehismogenesis described by Bateson 
are complementary and symmetrical interaction patterns. 
Exchanges between two individuals are complementary if
their behaviors are opposite, eg#, assertion answered with 
submission, humor in one met by seriousness in the other, 
talkativeness in one with silence in the other or laziness 
in one with industriousness in the other. Symmetrical 
interactions are exchanges of identical behaviors, eg., 
boasting in reply to boasting, talkativeness in both, 
discouragement in both, sarcasm answered by sarcasm or 
exchanges of each blaming the other.
Many family therapists use Bateson's concepts in 
describing interaction. Haley (1963)# for example, uses 
the terms along the dimension of power. He sees symmetry 
as competitive and complementarity as definitive of one 
person in a superior position in relation to the other.
Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson (196?) elaborate that 
symmetry is characterized by the minimization of dif­
ferences in processes of behavioral mirroring. Comple­
mentarity Ip a fitting together of opposites in a way 
that maximizes behavioral differences. These authors hold 
that the two concepts do not need to be restricted to 
power or affective dimensions and that any interchange 
can be classified as complementary or symmetrical 
according to whether it is based on sameness or difference. 
Excessive use of either type at the expense of the other 
is seen as pathological in specific wayst (a) Excessive 
symmetry produces mutual rejection and an escalation of 
rivalry that threatens the existence of the relationship, 
(b) Excessive complementarity involves personal
5disconfirmation and rigidity in the relationship. This 
means that "while rejection amounts to the message 'You 
are wrong,* disconfirmation says in effect 'You do not 
exist'" (Watzlawick et al., 1967* P* 86). Both symmetry 
and complementarity can serve homeostatic functions in a 
relationship in that the use of one can prevent a runaway 
of the other. One type of interaction, in other words, 
can function as negative feedback for the other in a way 
that reduces pathological excesses.
Lederer and Jackson (1968) discuss these concepts in 
terms of overall relationship patterns rather than 
specific exchanges. At this level of abstraction they 
introduce a third concept, that of parallel relationship, 
which they describe as one in which two people alternate 
between complementarity and symmetry over time. They 
describe parallelism in terms of interdependence with 
both alternating in the complementary positions and 
consider it to be a healthy relationship pattern. 
Elsewhere, however, Jackson (1977) describes a similar 
arrangement of mutual complementarity based on inter­
dependence which he calls the marital quid pro quo. Here 
he points out the progressively exaggerated differences 
and increasing disturbance in such a couple over time.
Christensen and Scoresby (1975) try to define 
parallelism as a type of specific interaction which 
"occurs when two people exchange greater variations of 
different— not opposite— behavior than is the case for
6either symmetrical or complementary” interaction (p. 2). 
Unfortunately their discussion does not clarify what 
different— not opposite— exchanges are# They also propose 
that any given interaction can fall into only one of the 
three classes, whereas a relationship can be characterized 
by the use of all three in varying proportions. In saying 
this they overlook the possibility that the overall 
pattern of a relationship could clarify the meaning of any 
given exchange.
Harper, Scoresby and Boyce (1977) only add to the 
confusion by attempting to confirm parallel exchange as 
being of a higher logical type than the two schismogenic 
forms. Their thinking reflects misunderstanding in that 
they equate subsumption of sets (as seen in their use of 
Venn diagrams) with logical levels of denotation.
Logical paradoxes arise from expressions that appear 
to refer to or denote themselves. In presenting the 
theory of types Russell (1908) explains that the logical 
level of an expression that denotes one or more elements 
is higher than the logical level of such elements them­
selves? an expression cannot, therefore, denote itself in 
a logical way. Saying that the illogical nature of self­
reference constitutes a higher level of logic is like 
saying that red, being not blue, is a higher level of 
blue (see Hofstadter, 1979)*
The application of the theory of types to inter­
personal aspects of communication (Bateson, Jackson,
7Haley, & Weakland, 1956) appears to involve a mistake 
in that interpersonal process, unlike a word or sentence,' 
denotes nothing? that is, the study of interaction is not 
an exploration of what people talk about but what their 
behavior means or connotes*
It is noteworthy at this point that the stepping-off 
place for the application of logical types to communica­
tion is humor (see Bateson et al., 1956, p. 252). Like 
self-referential expressions, humor involves play on words 
and play on logic. Efforts to study humor focus on what 
people laugh at (Bateson, 1953) rather than what their 
laughter means. The discussion of possible relationships 
between interaction and humor will be returned to later.
Bateson*s original thinking on the subject of 
sehismogenesis (Bateson, 1972) provides another frame of 
reference for the problem of definition of parallel 
interaction. Bateson writes the following*
Both complementary and symmetrical relationships 
are liable to progressive changes of the sort 
which I have called "sehismogenesis." Symmetrical 
struggles and armaments races may, in the current 
phrase, "escalate"? and the normal pattern of 
succoring-dependency between parent and child 
may become monstrous. These potentially patho­
logical developments are due to undamped or 
uncorrected positive feedback in the system, 
and may— as stated— occur in either comple­
mentary or symmetrical systems. However, in 
mixed systems sehismogenesis is necessarily 
reduced. The armaments race between two nations 
will be slowed down by acceptance of comple­
mentary themes such as dominance, dependency, 
admiration, and so forth, between them. It will 
be speeded up by the repudiation of these themes. 
(Bateson, 1972, p. 32*0
8The notion of feedback from cybernetic models is 
incorporated into efforts to understand living systems 
of all kinds (Bertalanffy, 1967, 1968, 1975? Buckley, . 
1968; Miller, 1978). Homeostasis (Cannon, 1939) refers 
to the primarily negative feedback loops seen in the 
maintenance of the dynamic equilibrium or steady state in 
physiological systems. Family clinicians and researchers 
(Jackson, 1965* 1968a, 1968b; Haley, 1967? Bateson, 1968) 
apply the concept of homeostasis to the pathologically 
rigid rule structures and error activated maneuvers seen 
in families clinically in response to therapeutic efforts 
to make changes.
Efforts to answer questions about growth and change 
point to the notion of positive feedback in family and 
other living systems (Maruyama, 1963? Speer, 1970;
Hoffman, 1971? Wertheim, 1975)* Maruyama's account in 
particular provides an important overview of the 
possibilities in the concept and conveys the complexity 
inherent in systems composed of multiple cross-joined 
positive and negative feedback networks at many levels 
of living system. His explanation seems to stall with 
the idea of attempting to predict outcomes and behavior 
in such complex designs by counting the difference 
between the number of positive and negative feedback 
loops within a given subsystem.
That one form of sehismogenesis serves as negative 
feedback for the other does not in itself mean that
9parallelism will result merely from some mixture of
the other two. To illustrate this, a symmetrical war
followed by complementary defeat and rule by one over
another would not constitute parallel interaction or
parallel relationship even if repeated continuously.
The two types of feedback process, however amplified,
do not account for parallelism as distinct from schismo-
genesis. What is important in Bateson's discussion is
his reference to undamned, feedback process.
In contrasting the schisraogenic culture of the Iatmul
tribe of New Guinea with that of the Bali people Bateson
(1972) states flatly that "schismogenic sequences were
not found in Bali" (p. 112). Unlike the Iatmul, the
Balinese diminish tendencies towards any cumulative process
or climax not only in music, drama and economics but in
interpersonal interaction as well. Bateson describes the
socialization of children in this contexts
Typically, the mother will start a small flirta­
tion with the child, pulling its penis or other­
wise stimulating it to1 interpersonal activity.
This will excite the child, and for a few 
moments cumulative interaction will occur. Then 
just as the child, approaching some small climax, 
flings its arms around the mother's neck, her 
attention wanders. At this point the child will 
typically start an alternative cumulative inter­
action, building up toward temper tantrum. The 
mother will either play a spectator's role, 
enjoying the child's tantrum, or, if the child 
actually attacks her, will brush off his attack 
with no show of anger on her part. These 
sequences can be seen either as an expression of 
the mother's distaste for this type of personal 
involvement or as context in which the child 
acquires a deep distrust of such involvement. The
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perhaps basically human tendency towards 
cumulative personal interaction is thus muted. 
(Bateson, 1972, pp. 112-113)
The Balinese value all kinds of activities for themselves 
rather than for goals beyond the present. Time is thought 
of in terms of cycles rather than accumulations. Bateson 
explains that the Balinese seek to maximize not any 
simple variable or accumulation but a state of balance 
in all areas, maintaining a steady state "by continual 
nonprogressive change” (Bateson, 1972, p. 125)• Here 
parallelism, thought of as the opposite of sehismogenesis, 
implies ongoing noncumulative process.
Cumulative personal interaction can be seen in the 
work of Gottman (1979) in marital research. A pronounced 
distinction between distressed and nondistressed couples 
ia then in the amount of contingency in interaction. 
Contingency refers to the extent to which the relationship 
aspects of future exchanges can be predicted from any 
given exchange in ongoing interaction. High probability 
values are associated with nonproductive interaction 
sequences from which couples seem unable to exit. These 
sequences form an accumulation of repetitive behaviors 
and are associated with increasing affective distress. 
While his coding system does not cover the schismogenic 
or parallel interaction categories specifically, Gottman*s 
findings are suggestive of this distinction! "Whereas 
the behavior of clinic couples is more linked and con­
tingent, nonclinic couples operate well at each sta&e
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of the discussion by unlatching their interaction 
patterns. . . .  An important strategy for unlatching 
interaction is agreement." (Gottman, 1979* P« 122)
The contrast between cumulative and noncumulative 
interaction provides a way to understand how the structure 
of parallel relationship differs from that of schismo- 
genesis. An interactive structure which promotes tightly 
linked sequences neither dampens cumulative reactions 
inside the system nor withstands stress from outside 
disturbance. Ashby (I960) calls this the fully joined 
system and shows its potential for great instability.
When parts are richly or totally connected to one other, 
a system cannot adapt to changes in input, fails to 
habituate and learn and takes an exceedingly long time 
to reach dynamic equilibrium in response to any 
disturbance anywhere in the system. A stable and 
adaptive system is seen to be one maintaining a func­
tional balance between interconnection and independence 
of parts and subsystems across time. Feedback channels 
and loops in the stable system do not reverberate 
reactively to one another with disturbance after distur­
bance piling up on top of one another back and forth 
chaotically ad infinitum in response to input. The 
lessening of coupling in a loosely joined system provides 
possibilities for boundaries around smaller subsystems 
which buffer reactivity and quickly contain and respond 
to input and disturbance.
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Glassman (1972) has applied the notion of loose
coupling to many types and levels of living system. He
describes the function of good manners and behavioral
tolerance at the group levelt
Although an individual at any given moment may 
reach great extremes of emotional behavior the 
stability of the social groups of which he is a 
member is much greater. Such stability results 
from features of our social interaction which 
preserve looseness of coupling between the 
behavior of individuals. Good manners, for 
example, buffer social interactions as individ­
uals inhibit certain of their behaviors and of 
their initial inclinations to respond to each 
other's behaviors. (Glassman, 1972, p. 90)
Recent research suggests that humor in interaction 
can be a strategy like good manners for preserving loose­
ness of coupling. Sangree (1978) finds that some types 
of laughter are associated with a loosening and decentral­
ization in the communication net structure in small groups. 
This appears to be an adaptation by the group to the 
nature of its given task.
Another means of promoting nonschisraogenic arrange­
ments seems to involve certain forms of physical proximity 
and touching which are conducive to calm and wellbeing. 
Unlike many Occidental cultures, which are schismogenic, 
the Balinese are a highly, though benignly, tactile group* 
interpersonally. Based on Margaret Mead's accounts, 
Montagu (1978) presents this pictures
The early conditioning the Balinese child 
receives in relation to its mother's body is 
apparently connected with the ease with which 
older children fall asleep leaning against 
other people. Some people fall asleep while
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standing in the midst of a tightly packed 
audience at a theatrical performance, relaxed 
and slightly swaying. The expected environment 
for sleep is the close proximity of other 
bodies. During ceremonies of various sorts 
people may be crowded together in a space no 
larger than a double bed, sitting, sleeping, 
dozing. (Montagu, 1978, p. 117)
In his comprehensive treatise on living systems 
Miller (1978) makes little more than passing mention of 
loose coupling, and his few examples tend to involve 
instances where loose coupling or time delay in a 
particular feedback channel yields undesirable outcomes. 
Miller does present a review of group structure and 
process which covers research on simple patterns of 
interconnection in artificially arranged groups. There 
is evidence that groups kept fully connected artificially 
show a decrease in efficiency (see pp. 5^1"5^2), but the 
intensity of the connection system is not abstracted as a 
separate variable. This is unfortunate since it appears 
that the concept of the looseness of coupling in complex 
systems has great potential as a variable according to 
which living systems could be studied.
In the area of family systems Hoffman (1975) applies 
Ashby's (I960) discussion of the instability in too-fused 
systems to Minuchin's (197*0 concept of enmeshment in 
families and Bowen's (1978) concept of the undifferentia­
ted family ego mass. That such systems would show 
resistance to disruption of any homeostatic mechanisms 
makes sense in this conceptual frame of reference.
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Bowen (1978) gives attention to the cybernetic model
in his family systems theory of emotional functioning
(see p. 421). In a way reminiscent of Ashby's (I960)
discussion of constancies, Bowen works with the most
motivated family member towards becoming less reactive in
the family emotional system. Temporary constancies or
null reactions serve to dampen reactivity in a system.
Bbwen's concept of the undifferentiated emotional system
bears a formal identity to Ashby's concept of the too
richly joined system, and his description of such systems,
like those described by Ashby, echoes the theme of inability
to reach a steady state*
They spend their lives in a day to day struggle 
to keep the relationship system in balance, or 
in an effort to achieve some degree of comfort 
and freedom from anxiety. . . . This group is 
made up of people preoccupied with keeping their 
dependent relationships in harmony, people who 
have failed and who go from one symptomatic 
crisis to another, and people who have given up 
in the futile effort to adapt. • • • Life 
adjustments are tenuous at best, and when they 
fall into dysfunction, the illness or "bad 
luck" can be chronic or permanent. They tend 
to be satisfied with the result if a therapy 
effort brings a modicum of comfort. (Bowen,
1978, p. 367)
Balance, equilibrium, comfort and freedom from disturb­
ance come as no small relief in a too-fused system.
Watzlawick et al. (1967) provide short transcripts 
illustrating complementary, symmetrical and parallel 
interaction (see pp. 111-117), describing parallel 
interaction as the "flexible alternation of symmetrical 
with complementary interchanges" (p. 115)* This contrasts
15
in an important way with Lederer and Jackson's (1968) 
description of mutual complementarity at the larger role 
level of analysis. The difference is one of time unit.
In the transcript presented by Watzlawick et al. where 
each interchange is discussed only in terms of its symmetry 
or complementarity, schismogenie sequences do not last for 
more than one or two exchanges. Neither complementarity 
nor symmetry ever really get off the ground. In Lederer 
and Jackson's view, however, it is presumed that interac­
tion over time produces visible pronounced complementarity 
and symmetry in the interdependent mesh of a marriage.
Their description suggests partially restrained schismo- 
genesis much like Bateson's (1972) description of the 
mixed relationship. More than it suggests parallelism, 
such a description suggests a moderate amount of cumula­
tive process.
Tha many ideas presented here are meant to serve as 
a background against which to define parallelism as opposed 
to sehismogenesis. Parallel interaction can be defined as 
a loosely coupled, noncontingent, noncumulative sequence 
and sehismogenesis as a tightly coupled, contingent, 
cumulative sequence. In a transcript coded for symmetrical 
and complementary exchanges parallel interaction would 
approximate a randomly generated binary sequence, mixed 
interaction would yield a median level of patterning and 
schismogenie interaction would reveal long series of one 
of the two schismogenie types.
In terms of cumulative disturbance in a system 
some visual representations are offered to illustrate 
these three proposed conceptual patterns# Figure 1 
presents a model for hypothetically pure, undamped 
sehismogenesis in a richly joined system. Figure 2 
represents the wide oscillation of moderately long 
symmetrical and complementary counterbalancing sequences 
in mixed systems. Figure 3 represents noncumulative, 
nonprogressive parallelism over time in loosely coupled 
systems.
<Do
§
£
3
-PW
T3
0)
>
-PcdrH
O
Time
Figure 1. Conceptual illustration of undamped
sehismogenesis in richly joined systems#
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Figure 2. Conceptual illustration of partially counter­
balanced schismogenesis in mixed systems.
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Figure 3» Conceptual illustration of parallel
interaction in loosely coupled systems.
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Very little research on parallel and schismogenic 
interaction is reported'in the literature. The Relation­
ship Styles Inventory (RSI) (Christensen & Scoresby, 1975? 
Scoresby, 1975) • a questionnaire designed to measure 
complementary, symmetrical and parallel interaction, 
represents a beginning. The questionnaire is composed of 
63 true-false item pairs which are completed by each member 
of one or more family dyads. The family member must decide 
whether both phrases in an item are true or both false.
The items cover the four content categories which 
Christensen and Scoresby believe reflect much of the 
research on family dynamics* affect, power and control, 
role and information processing. The measure reflects the 
following questioni In what proportions do the inter­
actions of the dyad fall into the three stated classes of 
interaction? The RSI scores can be averaged to yield dyad 
or total family scores, and the incongruence among indivi­
dual members* perceptions of their relationships can be 
calculated.
The authors report eight week test-retest reliability 
of .76, .95 and .93# N == 22, for complementary, symmetrical 
and parallel subscores respectively. In addition they 
report the use of independent rater judgments of interaction 
behavior for 87 dyads composed of mothers, fathers and/or 
adolescent children in all possible within-family combina­
tions. Observers* ratings correlate significantly with the 
RSI scores in support of its validity.
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Scoresby and Christensen (1976) report discrimin­
ating clinic from nonclinic families with the RSI. Non­
clinic father-mother dyads are seen as significantly less 
symmetrical and complementary and significantly more 
parallel in interaction than clinic mothers and fathers 
for both mother and father reports. Several significant 
differences are reported for clinic and nonclinic father- 
adolescent dyads as well#
Additional evidence of validity of the RSI is pre­
sented by Harper, Scoresby and Boyce (1977) using a pro­
cedure of giving family dyads rules to follow in discussing 
a moral dilemma. The rules are designed to produce 
complementary or symmetrical interaction. The authors 
conclude that dyads who report using predominantly comple­
mentary interaction are unable to adapt successfully to 
symmetrical rules; dyads normally using primarily sym­
metrical interaction are unable to use complementary rules 
successfully. Dyads who report using predominantly 
parallel interaction adjust to either set of rules as well 
as the corresponding types of dyads do. These findings 
lend support to the views of Lederer and Jackson (1968) 
that the parallel style represents flexibility and adapta­
bility in interaction and that the tendency to use 
symmetrical or complementary styles is associated with 
limitations in interaction capabilities#
For the purposes of the present study, another content 
category is added, that of the use of humor in family dyads.
21
The use of humor as a form of communication has been the 
subject of theorizing (Hayworth, 1928) and empirical 
investigation (Davis & Farina, 1970), but the role of humor 
in family life has had only marginal attention (Perlis,
195*0 .
As one of many forms of communication, humor could 
conceivably function in a relationship like any other in 
terms of its complementary, symmetrical or parallel 
properties# On the other hand Bateson (1958) describes 
the use of complementary behaviors in a symmetrical 
relationship and vice versa often seen in the informal 
social rituals (called naven) performed by members of the 
Iatmul tribe of New Guinea. These out-of-role behaviors 
are perceived by the tribe members to whom they are 
directed as quite funny. Based on the above observation 
it is conceivable that the interaction style used by 
family members with regard to humor is different from the 
style characteristic of the members in other areas, 
particularly in the cases of complementarity and symmetry. 
Due to the inflexibility attributed to these two styles, 
however, the first of the seven hypotheses of this study 
is mades
Hypothesis 1. It is hypothesized that interaction 
style in the use of humor will correlate positively with 
the corresponding interaction style as measured by the RSI.
The Family Environment Scale (FES) (Moos, 197*0 is 
designed to assess the social climate of families in three
22
general areas which cover ten facets of family lifei 
cohesion, expressiveness, conflict (relationship areas), 
independence, achievement orientation, intellectual- 
cultural orientation, active-recreational orientation, 
moral-religious emphasis (personal growth areas), organi­
zation and control (system maintenance areas). These 
ten subscales as described by Moos are presented in 
Appendix A, p. 80. Eight week test-retest reliabilities 
ranging from .73 to .86 and internal consistency ranging 
from .64 to .79 for the ten subscales for 814 subjects are 
reported by Moos. Average item-subscale correlations for 
this large sample range from .45 to .58.
The FES consists of 90 true-false items, nine for 
each subscale, and can be given to every member of a family 
of reasonable age. A family*s average score on each sub­
scale is computed as well as a family incongruence score 
which measures the extent to which family members differ 
in their perceptions. No consistent sex differences in 
perceptions of family social environments are seen, but 
Moos reports parent-child differences in a sample of 1,053 
individuals. Family size is an imp or taint associate of 
differences on six of the subscales. The moral-religious 
subscale and family incongruence scores appear to dif­
ferentiate groups in terms of drinking habits. Moos also 
discusses 42 clinic families having lower cohesion, 
intellectual-cultural and active-recreational scores than 
42 nonclinic families. This is similar to Scoresby and
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and Christensen's (1976) report of significantly lower 
cohesion, expressiveness and organization and significant­
ly higher conflict scores for 13 clinic families compared 
with 18 nonclinic families. Significant increases in 
cohesion, expressiveness and independence are seen in 
families in an intensive multiple family workshop compared 
with nonparticipating control families (Bader, cited in 
Moos and Moos, 1976). Karoly and Rosenthal (1977) report 
that families in a behaviorally oriented parent training 
group show a decrease in conflict and an increase in 
cohesion on the FES compared with control families.
In another study using the FES, Moos and Moos (1976) 
present a cluster analysis on the data from 100 families 
in order to identify family types. Six clusters are named* 
expression oriented, structure oriented, independence 
oriented, achievement oriented, moral religious oriented 
and conflict oriented. Moos and Moos' results suggest 
differences among the clusters on four variables* ethnicity, 
drinking habits, clinic versus nonclinic and incongruence 
of family members* perceptions of the family climate.
Items designed to measure two aspects of humor in 
family life are included in this study along the lines of 
Moos' scales* affiliative use of humor and punitive or 
aggressive use of humor. The ways to categorize and study 
humor are many and varied (Flugel, 195^J Keith-Spiegel,
1972). One salient feature of the literature is its 
emphasis on hostile and aggressive themes both in research
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(Dworkin & Efran, 196?t Singer, 1968) and theorizing 
(Freud, 1905/1963? Rapp, 1951? Martineau, 1972? Feinberg, 
1978). The affiliative aspects of humor are not given as 
much attention and are often treated merely as a function 
of hostility reduction (see Wilson, 1979* pp. 170-171). 
Chapman (1976), however, looks at humor in the context of 
social facilitation apart from aggression reduction, and 
Goodchilds (1972) carefully distinguishes sarcastic from 
other types of wit, such as clowning, in his research on 
individuals and groups. The affiliative use of humor 
merits investigation as a separate variable alongside the 
aggressive use.
Psychological approaches to humor usually involve 
looking at various states in the individual? motivational 
(Freud, 1905/1963? Grotjahn, 1957)* arousal (Berlyne, 1969* 
1972? Langevin & Day, 1972? Godkewitsch, 1972, 1976), 
cognitive (McGhee, 1972) and phenomenological (Apter & 
Smith, 1977). Beyond a focus on the individual, research 
on humor in social interaction can give valuable perspec­
tive to efforts to understand both humor and its function 
in relationships (Chapman, 1976? Goodchilds, 1972).
Although Scoresby and Christensen (1976) use both the 
FES and RSI to assess differences between clinic and non­
clinic families, they do not report specific ways in 
which family social environments and family interaction 
styles vary in relation to each other. One goal of this 
research is to investigate these relationships, and to
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this end five hypotheses are made concerning relationships 
between aspects of family social climate and interaction 
style. These hypotheses are based on the descriptions of 
schismogenesis by Bateson (1958, 1972) and Watzlawick et 
al. (196?) as follows 1
Hypothesis 2, Symmetrical interchanges have the 
potential, especially if unchecked, to result in rejec­
tions in relationships and thus a lessening of cohesion.
It is therefore hypothesized that cohesion as measured by 
the FES will show a negative relationship with symmetrical 
interaction as measured by the RSI,
Hypothesis 3, Since complementary interaction 
involves disconfirmation, it is likely that expressive­
ness, as a form of confirmation, does not flourish in 
complementary relationships. It is thus hypothesized that 
expressiveness as measured by the FES will negatively 
correlate with complementarity in interaction.
Hypothesis; Open conflict is symmetrical in nature. 
Since unchecked symmetry in interaction tends to result in 
runaway rivalry, a positive relationship between conflict 
as measured by the FES and symmetrical interaction is 
hypothesized.
Hypothesis 5. Complementarity is associated with 
disconfirmation of the self. It is hypothesized that this 
will be negatively associated with emphases on personal 
growth and efforts towards independence on the FES 
subscales.
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Hypothesis 6. Control in the family is defined by 
Moos (197*0 in part as hierarchy and rigidity in family 
structure. Complementarity is assoicated with rigidity 
in relationships, A positive association between control 
in the family environment and complementarity in inter­
action is thus hypothesized.
These approaches to the study of families could 
prove to be of value in elucidating those forms of 
interaction and aspects of family environment which are 
associated with greater anxiety levels in family members. 
The Objective Analytic Anxiety Battery is aimed at 
measuring trait anxiety objectively without the motiva­
tional distortion problems inherent in many self-report 
measures (Cattell & Scheier, I960). The battery consists 
of ten tests all of which load favorably on the U. I. 24 
anxiety factor identified by Cattell and his associates in 
over twenty separate factor analytic studies. In the 
interests of minimizing the time required for administra­
tion* the subtest Cattell considers most fit for measuring 
the anxiety factor, the Susceptibility for Annoyance Test 
(or Common Annoyances),can be used. This test is based on 
evidence that irritability is an important indicant of 
anxiety. The respondent indicates the extent to which 
each of 62 common situations annoys him or her. Cattell 
and Scheier note in their discussion of this subtest that 
high irritability and high anxiety involve lack of emo­
tional control. This leads to the following hypothesisi
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Hypothesis ?. Self-perpetuating processes such as 
complementary and symmetrical schismogenesis represent a 
lessening of negative feedback or control. It is thus 
hypothesized that anxiety will correlate positively with 
both complementarity and symmetry and negatively with 
parallel interaction.
The participants in this study constitute a sample of 
families in which at least one child has left home to go 
to college. Two measures which are thought to be related 
to the process of continuing or discontinuing relationships 
with parents are included to assess the extent to which 
family climate and interaction are associated with varia­
tions in the adult child'*-8 posture towards home.
The concept of emotional cutoff is drawn from the 
Bowen Theory of family systems (Bowen, 1978), Briefly, 
cutoff is an attempt to gain emotional distance from 
relationships in response to the anxiety and distress 
associated with intense emotional reverberation among 
family members, A questionnaire assessing emotional 
cutoff from parents is based on Bowen's descriptions of 
the phenomenon, which is defined as "extreme lack of 
meaningful, personal relationship with parents" (Watson, 
1978a,, p, 2). Split half reliability of ,93 is reported 
for two samples of young adults. Another study indicates 
that emotional cutoff from parents is associated with 
less adjustment and happiness in marriage *(Watson, 1978b).
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A second mechanism noted by Bowen is that of 
physical distancing* People can place many miles between 
themselves and their families to lessen the stress of 
emotional fusion* This mechanism permits increased 
congeniality in relationships merely as a function of 
geographical distance and results in a repetition of 
stressful emotional fusion in relationships at the new 
geographical location. Support for this view is provided 
by a study indicating a relationship between the inability 
of couples to reach joint decisions and the distance in 
miles between these couples and their families of origin 
(Watson, 1978b). It is of interest to explore what aspects 
of family life relate to a person®s selection of how far 
away to go to college*
None of the studies cited compare these questionnaires 
with the social desirability response set (Crowne &
Marlowe, 196*0* High correlations of a test with this 
response set, as measured by the Crowne-Marlowe Social 
Desirability Scale, could detract from inferences of 
validity. This type of evaluation is particularly impor­
tant in a study such as this where the relationships 
among self-report measures are studied; social desirability 
could be a confounding variable*
Finally, interaction styles, use of humor and aspects 
of family social climate can be assessed in relation to 
positive affect among family members. As with social 
desirability it could be argued that a questionnaire
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showing a very high correlation with affect measures 
merely affect itself.
METHOD
Sjjbj£g.tS
The sample consists of 92 females and 58 males. There 
are 69 parents and 81 sons and daughters 5^ of which are 
students. A breakdown of the sample by gender and rela­
tionship position is presented in Appendix B, page 8*K
Enough data is available to yield family scores on the 
measures for 33 families, but for six of these the family 
scores do not include data for siblings at home. Of the 
33 students from the participating families, 25 are female, 
and eight are male.
Thirty-one families are white, and two are black. 
Twenty-one families are Protestant, ten are Catholic and 
two have no religious preference.
The mean income for fathers is $38>532 ranging from 
$17,000 to $80,000. For the 20 mothers reporting income 
the mean is $9*185* Income frequency information is 
presented in Appendix B, page 85*
In the participating families 20 students are fresh­
men, 11 sophomores and two seniors. Seventy percent of 
the fathers and 52 percent of the mothers are college 
graduates,and 36 percent of the fathers have graduate 
degrees. Sixty three percent of the siblings at home are
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high school students and the others have some college 
education or are college graduates. Education frequencies 
are presented in Appendix B, page 86.
Average ages of fathers, mothers, students and sib­
lings are 49.2, 47.3» 18.9 and 18.5 respectively. Age 
ranges are presented in Appendix B, page 87.
The mean number of children in the families in the 
sample is 3*3 ranging from one to nine. The frequency 
breakdown for number of children is given in Appendix B, 
page 88.
Five of the students in the sample are only children. 
Students tend not to be youngest children, and siblings 
tend - not to be oldest. Sibling positions of the students 
and siblings are shown in Appendix B, page 89*
Students were recruited from introductory psychology 
classes for participation. Questionnaire packets were 
mailed to the families of the 54 students who volunteered. 
The siblings at home who were asked to participate were 
selected randomly, one from each family where available, 
except that siblings under the age of 15 were excluded to 
avoid possible effects from lack of cognitive maturity. 
Thirty-six, or 67 percent, of the families returned at 
least partial data.
Confidentiality and anonymity were assured all 
participants. Family members were asked not to discuss 
the study or their responses with each other until all
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questionnaires were returned. Parents were asked to 
ensure the privacy of all responses, and sealable enve­
lopes were provided for each participant. Explanations 
of the questionnaires and the purposes of the research 
were mailed to all families or individuals who partici­
pated after questionnaires were returned, and a summary 
of the findings was mailed to them when the research 
project was completed.
In the discussion below each variable used in the 
study is identified with its method of measurement.
Complementary, symmetrical and parallel interaction 
are- measured by the RSI. Each individual’s three sub­
scores are averages across his or her separate reports 
concerning relationships with the other participating 
family members.
1. Complementary interaction. The 36 items on the 
RSI used to measure complementary interaction are given 
in Appendix C, page 91 •
2. gyme.triPfil. ilLteractign* The 36 items on the 
RSI used to measure symmetrical interaction are given in 
Appendix C, page 96.
3. Parallel interaction. The 36 items on the RSI 
used to measure parallel interaction are given in Appendix 
C, page 100.
Items designed to measure interaction style in the use 
of humor in family dyads follow the format of RSI items. 
Each individual's three subscores on this humor interaction
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questionnaire are averages across his or her reports of 
interaction with the other participating family members#
4. Complementary humor# The eight items formulated 
to assess complementarity in the use of humor are given in 
Appendix C, page 105#
5* Symmetrical humor* The eight items designed to 
assess symmetry in the use of humor are given in Appendix 
C. page 106.
6. Parallel humor. The eight items designed to 
assess parallel style in the use of humor are given in 
Appendix C, page 107#
The ten subscales of the FES are described in 
Appendix A, page 80 . These ten variables, covering 
various aspects of the family social environment, are 
again listed here#
7. Coh&slpn.
8. fiur.ei3siv$Q£a£L«
9. Conflict.
10. Independence.
11. Achievement orientation.
12. Intellectual-cultural orientation
13. Active-recreational orientation.
14. Moral-religious emphasis.
15. Organization.
16. Control.
Items designed to assess affiliative and punitive use 
of humor follow the format of items on the FES.
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17. Affiliative humor. The 14 items used to assess 
affiliative use of humor in the family are given in 
Appendix C, page 108.
18. Punitive humor. The 10 items designed to assess 
punitive or aggressive use of humor in the family are 
given in Appendix C, page 109.
19* Anxiety. The Common Annoyances subtest from the 
Objective Analytic Anxiety Battery (Cattell & Scheier,
I960) is used to measure anxiety.
20. Positive affect. Each individual indicates the 
way he or she generally feels towards the family by 
placing an X on a line whose two endpoints are marked 
"very positive” and "very negative." The score is the 
number of centimeters between the center of the X and the 
mark on the line indicating "very negative." This item 
is given in Appendix C, page 110.
21. Miles to. college. Physical distance is the 
number of miles between The College of William and Mary 
and the parents' residence according to the student's 
report.
22. Emotional cutoff. The questionnaire used to 
assess emotional cutoff from parents is reproduced in 
Appendix C, page 111. Subjects indicate on one of eight 
blanks the extent to which they agree or disagree with 
each of thirteen items as it applies to their relationships 
with parents. This questionnaire involves the student 
participants only.
35
23« Social desirability. The Crowne-Marlowe Social 
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) is the measure 
used to assess the social desirability response set.
In addition to the individual scores provided by the 
first 20 variables listed above, family scores are ob­
tained for each of these measures by averaging across 
members' scores for each of the 33 families. Two other 
calculations provide measures of the incongruence in each 
family among the family participants' reports.
24. Incongruence (FES). The differences in subscale 
scores on the ten FES subscales are obtained for each 
family dyad and summed across the ten scales. These 
difference sums are averaged across each possible dyad to 
yield the measure of incongruence in the family on the FES.
25. Incongruence (RSI). The parallel interaction 
score on the RSI for each family member's report of the 
relationship with another member is compared with the 
corresponding report of the other member of that dyad.
These differences are averaged across each possible dyad 
to yield the measure of incongruence in the family on the 
RSI.
RESULTS
Correlations are used to describe the results of the 
study because all the measures are viewed as yielding 
interval rather than categorical or ordinal data. The 
approach taken here is not to test differences among 
groups as much as to investigate linear relationships 
among variables as found in this sample. Although pro­
bability values are presented, the emphasis is on des­
cription rather than inference. No questions concerning 
causality can be answered by these correlations. The goal 
is to promote formulation of questions and hypotheses 
about family emotional process and interaction.
The maximum possible scores and means and standard 
deviations for both the individual sample and the family 
sample are given in Table 1 for each variable in the 
study.
Normative means and standard deviations and standard 
score tables for family scores on the FES are provided by 
Moos (1974). The ten mean FES family scores in the pre­
sent study are very close to those presented by Moos, 
falling between standard scores of 43 and 54 with a mean 
standard score of 5°. FES standard deviations in the 
present study are significantly lower (i =* 4.23* £ < .01, 
&£ = 9) than Moos' by an average of .28. The FES mean
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Table 1
MAXIMUM POSSIBLE SCORES, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
Variable
Maximum
possible
score
Families 
Mean SD
Individuals 
Mean SD
Complementary
interaction 3 6 . 0 11.44 1.92
11.64 3 . 2 0
Symmetrical
interaction 3 6 . 0 10.33 2 . 6 0 1 0 . 7 2
3.90
Parallel
interaction 3 6 . 0 28.66 2.84 28.20 4,39
Complementary
humor 8 . 0 1.27 0 . 6 8 1.36
1 . 2 1
Symmetrical
humor
o•CO 4.48 0.61 4.51 1.04
Parallel
humor 8 . 0 6.16 1.09
6.08 1.43
Affiliative
humor 14.0 1 0 . 2 5 2.18
10.24 2.84
Punitive
humor 10.0 4.35 1.66 4.56 2.55
Anxiety 124.0 58.49 7.87 58.28 1 5 . 2 0
Positive
affect 17.0 14.71 1,41 14.60 2.19
Emotional
cutoff 104.0 28.82 11.74 29.66 11.56
Miles to 
college 20 - *2, 500
335.80 478.00 321.40 408,90
Incongruence
(FES) 9 0 . 0 16.33 2.83
Incongruence
(RSI) 3 6 . 0 4.66 2.20
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Table 1 (continued)
Variable
Maximum
possible
score
Families 
Mean SD
Individuals 
Mean SD
Cohesion 9.0 7.14 1.27 7 . 0 6 1.93
Expressiveness 9.0 5-50 1.57 5.51 2 . 1 0
Conflict 9.0 3.32 2 . 1 2 3 . 6 0 2.41
Independence 9.0 6.94 1 . 0 5 6 . 8 3 1.46
Achievement
orientation 9.0 5.60 1.21 5 . 6 2 1.92
Intellectual-’
cultural
orientation
9.0 6.18 1.36 6.20 1.99
Active-
recreational
orientation
9.0 5.89 1.70 5.95 2.06
Moral- 
religious 
orientation _ ..
9.0 5-4? 1.89 5.36 2.27
Organization 9.0 5.^ 7 1.59 5.27 2 . 0 3
Control 9.0 4.26 1.50 4.17 2.18
♦Actual range
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incongruence score in this study obtains a standard 
score of 50, and the standard deviation is approximately 
half the size of that presented by Moos.
No normative or comparison data are available for 
the revised edition of the RSI used in this study.
The anxiety mean and standard deviation presented 
here are nearly identical to the norms presented by 
Cattell and Scheier (I960).
As seen in Table 2 the 33 students in this study 
from participating families differ from the 21 from 
families not participating in reporting greater anxiety, 
negative affect and tendency towards social desirability.
In addition these two groups of students give 
significantly different reports of the family interaction 
and social climate as indicated in Table 3* Families not 
participating are seen as having more complementary and 
symmetrical interaction, complementary use of humor, 
conflict and achievement orientation than participating 
families. They also show less parallel interaction and 
humor, cohesion, independence, moral-religious orientation 
and organization.
In the total sample of 150 individuals social desira­
bility shows generally small but significant correlations 
with several of the measures, particularly symmetrical 
and parallel interaction, parallel and punitive humor, 
emotional cutoff and conflict. The correlates of social 
desirability are given in Appendix D, page 114.
ZfO
Table 2
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENT GROUPS IN PARTICIPATING 
AND NONPARTICIPATING FAMILIES
Means
Variable
Students from 
participating 
families
Students from
nonparticipating
families ±
Anxiety- 55-9 60.0 2.34*
Positive
affect 1 5 . 0 14.2 2.78**
Social
desirability 13-7 15-7 3.08**
Emotional
cutoff 28.8 31.1 1.41
Miles to 
college 336.0 299.0 .66
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 3
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PARTICIPATING AND NONPARTICIPATING 
FAMILIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS*REPORTS
Means
Variable Parti c ipating Nonparticipating
C omplementary 
interaction 10.8 12.1 3.00**
Symmetrical
interaction 10.4 12.3 3*73#*
Parallel
interaction 28.9 2 6.6 4.04**
Complementary
humor 1.1 1.6 3.81**
Symmetrical
humor 4.9 4.9 .08
Parallel
humor 6.4 5.9 2.58**
Affiliative
humor 10.8 10.3 -23
Punitive
humor 5.4 5-3 .21
Cohesion 7.7 7.0 2.65**
Expressiveness 6.1 5-9 .75
Conflict 3.5 4 . 3 2.21*
Independence 7.2 6.5 3.70**
Achievement
orientation 5.3 6.0 2.72**
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Table 3 (continued)
‘ Means
Variable Part i c i pat ing Nonparticipating 1
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation
6.5 6.3 • 16
Active-
recreational
orientation
6.7 6.4 1.79
Moral- 
religious 
orientation _ _
5-6 4.8 2.86**
Organization 5.9 4.9 3.55**
Control 3.8 4.0 • 58
*£ < .05 
**£ < .01
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The effects of social desirability can be removed 
from scores mathematically by means of a correlational 
procedure. Each score on a variable is predicted based on 
that variable's overall correlation with social desirability. 
The new calculated score is the residual or difference 
between the actual score and the predicted score. The 
effects of social desirability are thus partialed out of 
the data, and the new individual residual scores are then 
averaged across family members to yield family scores. 
Correlations based on family scores arrived at in this way 
are given in Appendix D alongside correlations based on 
unaltered family scores. Although these scores sometimes 
differ by as much as ten points (.10), very little effect 
is seen on the significance of the correlations.
The RSI is scored in such a way that most of the items 
are used in two of the summed subscale scores. A response 
of true to one item might indicate symmetry, and false to 
the same item might indicate complementarity. This places 
an artifact of measurement in correlations among the three 
RSI subscales. Modified scores, therefore, are obtained 
for each subscale of the RSI in such a way that each item 
is used for only one subscore. This modified scheme in­
volves no reference to the actual content of the items 
except that a balance is maintained for the four content 
categories of the RSI (power and control, affect, role 
and information processing) for each subscale. These 
modified scores are used only in correlations among the
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three subscales and in factor analysis. The regularly 
scored data are used for all other calculations.
A total of 528 correlations are presented in this 
review including both the individual and family score 
correlations. In evaluating the results caution should be 
exercised with regard to probability outcomes because of 
the large number of correlations. Statistical signifi­
cance is not the sole basis for evaluating a given 
correlation, the magnitude of the correlation itself and 
the raeaningfulness of the finding being important as well. 
As a guideline for evaluating probability outcomes, the 
following considerations are notedi At the .01 level of 
significance five correlations presented here could be 
expected to reach significance by chance alone, and at the 
.05 level 26 correlations could reach significance by 
chance.
Relationship Styles Inventory
Correlations between each of the three subscales of 
the RSI and the other measures are presented in Table 4. 
For the emotional cutoff and miles to college measures the 
sample size is for all other variables it is 150* 
Correlations based on family scores, N = 33* are listed 
to the right of those based on individual scores for each 
variable•
Inspection of Table 4 reveals fairly large inter­
correlations among the three subscales of the RSI. The 
positive correlation between complementary and symmetrical
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Table 4'1.
CORRELATES OP THE RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
Complementary Symmetrical Parallel
interaction interaction interaction
Variable j:(i )*** r(F)*** r(D r(F) £<D r.(F)
Complementary
interaction .42** .58** -.6 3** -.73**
Symmetrical
interaction .42** .58** -.6 9** -.77**
Parallel
interaction -.63** -.73** -.69** -.77**
C omplementary 
humor • 57** .57** .57** .6 9** -.68** -.78**
Symmetrical
humor -.24** -.25 -.07 -.16 .13 .18
Parallel
humor -.52** -.4?** -.50** -.6 3** .6 3** .69**
Affiliative
humor -•33** -.40* -.23** -•31 .31** .39*
Punitive
humor -.09 .10 • 33** .42* -.30** -.40*
Anxiety .11 .00 .22** .11 -.22** -.13
Positive
affect -.39** -.24 -.50** -.57** .55** .53**
Emotional
cutoff .43** .36* .23 .20 -.35** -.32
Miles to 
college .12 • 32 .10 .26 -.10 -.33
Incongruence
(FES) • 29 .44** -.47**
Incongruence
(RSI) .41* • 59** -.6 7**
k6
Table 4 (continued)
C omplementary 
interaction
Symmetrical
interaction
Parallel
interaction
Variable r(D r(F) r(i) r(F) r(i) r(F)
Cohesion -.38** -.33 -.38** -.4 9** .44** .46**
Expressiveness -.35** 1 • 00 * -.16* -.12 .25** .26
Conflict .23** .3 1 .5?** . 73** -.52** -.68**
Independence -.26** -.29 .0 1 .05 .12 .15
Achievement
orientation .05 -.01 .18* .25 -.16* -.21
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation__
-.11 1 • 0 00 -.11 -.10 .13 .12
Active- 
recreational 
orientation _
-.11 .03 -.01 .11 .04 -.11
Moral-
religious
orientation
“.13 -.09 -.20* - . 0 9 .20* .09
Organization -.10 .01 -.16* -.14 .16* .09
Control .13 .21 . 0 6 .16 -.10 -.24
*p< .05
**5< .0 1
♦♦♦Correlations based on individual scores are designated r(I), and 
those based on family scores are designated r(F).
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interaction indicates that the more one of these two styles 
is used, the more likely the other is used as well.
Parallel interaction is negatively correlated with both 
complementarity and symmetry in interaction. These results 
are based on the modified scores arrived at by means of the 
alternative scoring method.
With regard to the humor scales patterned after the 
RSI subscales, Table 4 shows several important correla­
tions. Complementary interaction in the use of humor is 
positively correlated with complementary interaction as 
measured by the RSI in support of Hypothesis 1. Comple­
mentary humor is also positively associated with sym­
metrical interaction and negatively related to parallel 
interaction. Hypothesis 1 is also supported by the posi­
tive correlation between parallel humor and parallel 
interaction. Parallel humor is negatively related to both 
complementarity and symmetry as measured by the RSI. 
Symmetrical use of humor, on the other hand, is not 
related to symmetrical interaction on the RSI or to 
parallel interaction and is correlated only slightly 
and negatively with complementary interaction style.
In support of Hypothesis 2 symmetrical interaction 
is negatively correlated with cohesion in the family 
social climate. Cohesion is also negatively associated 
with complementary interaction and positively correlated 
with parallel interaction.
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Complementary interaction is negatively correlated 
with expressiveness as measured by the FES supporting 
Hypothesis 3* The negative relationship between express­
iveness and symmetry is very small. Expressiveness is 
correlated positively with parallel interaction, but this 
relationship is also small.
Strong support is provided for Hypothesis 4 by the 
large positive correlation between symmetrical interaction 
and conflict. The negative correlation between conflict 
and parallel interaction is almost as large, but the 
positive correlation between conflict and complementarity 
is small.
Only meager support is given for Hypothesis 5 by the 
small negative correlation between complementarity and 
independence. No other correlations between complemen­
tarity or the other two RSI subscales and the five per­
sonal growth scales of the FES are noteworthy.
Hypothesis 6 is not supported in that no relation­
ship is found between complementary interaction and 
control, nor is control related to the other RSI subscales.
The support for Hypothesis 7 is small but in the 
predicted direction. Anxiety is positively correlated 
with symmetrical interaction and negatively correlated 
with parallel interaction. No relationship is seen 
between anxiety and complementarity.
Several other measures are correlated with the RSI 
subscales. Affiliative humor is positively associated
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with parallel interaction and negatively associated with 
complementary interaction and is slightly and negatively 
correlated with symmetry as well. Punitive humor, on the 
other hand, is negatively related to parallel interaction 
and positively related to symmetrical interaction but 
shows no relationship with complementary interaction.
Positive affect towards the family is positively 
correlated with parallel interaction and negatively 
correlated with both complementarity and symmetry.
Emotional cutoff is negatively correlated with parellel 
interaction and positively correlated with complementary 
interaction but shows only a very small positive relation­
ship to symmetrical interaction.
The family score correlations are very similar to 
those based on individual scores with two exceptions.
Unlike the individual score correlations, the family 
anxiety scores are not at all related to the RSI subscale 
family scores. The reverse pattern is seen for the miles 
to college measure, which shows no relationship to the 5^ 
individual student RSI subscale scores but is correlated 
to some extent with the 33 family RSI subscale scores.
Family reports of the interaction styles in the 
family are related to the two measures of incongruence.
Both incongruence on the RSI and the FES are negatively 
correlated with parallel interaction and positively 
correlated with complementary and symmetrical interaction.
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Interaction stvle_ Jjrt-J:li.e_.use_.oiL.humor
Table 5 presents the results from correlations 
between the three measures of interaction style in the 
use of humor and the other measures in the study. The 
pattern of correlations for these three humor measures 
is strikingly similar to the pattern found for the RSI 
subscale correlations presented in Table 4 with the 
major exception of symmetrical humor. Unlike the pattern 
seen with symmetry on the RSI, symmetrical humor tends to 
correlate with other measures in the same direction as 
parallel interaction does and in the opposite direction 
from complementary humor. Symmetrical and complementary 
humor, however, show only a small negative correlation 
with each other. The correlation between symmetrical 
and parallel humor is positive and moderately large. 
Interestingly, symmetrical humor is positively associated 
with both affiliative humor and punitive humor. In 
addition it is slightly associated with cohesion and 
positive affect.
It can be seen that the correlations between parallel 
and complementary humor and the other measures follow 
opposite patterns but show approximately the same magni­
tudes. Parallel humor is negatively correlated with 
complementary humor as this would suggest. Parallel humor 
is also negatively related to anxiety, emotional cutoff 
and conflict. It is positively associated with affilia­
tive humor, positive affect, cohesion and expressiveness.
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Table 5
CORRELATES OF INTERACTION STYLE WITH HUMOR
C oraplementary 
humor
Symmetrical
humor
Parallel
humor
Variable r(I)*** r(F)*** r(I) r(F) r(I) r(F)
Complementary
interaction • 57** .57** -.24** - . 2 3 -.52** -.49**
Symmetrical
interaction .57** .69** -.07 -.16 -.50** -.63**
Parallel
interaction -.6 8**
♦CO0-•1 .13 .18 .6 3** .69**
C omple me nt ary 
humor -.18* -.15 -.64** -.73**
Symmetrical
humor -.18* -.15 .35** .36*
Parallel
humor -.64** -.73** .35** .36*
Affiliative
humor -.27** -.42* .39** .6 0** .54** .6 9**
Punitive
humor .25** .35* .30** . 2 6 -.07 -.16
Anxiety .20* .2 6 - . 1 0 -.41* -.22** -.29
Positive
affect -.40** -.47** .20* .37* . 3 6 * * .41*
Emotional
cutoff .31* .2 1 -.07 -.33 -.38** -.28
Miles to 
college .13 • 32 . 1 0 -.05 -.19 -.30
Incongruence
(FES) .44** - . 0 7 -.35*
Incongruence
(RSI) .63** . 0 0 -.35*
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Table 5 (continued)
Complementary Symmetrical Parallel
humor humor humor
Variable r(I) r(F) r(I) r(F) r(I) r(F)
Cohesion -.41** -.56** .26** .29 .42** .42*
Expressiveness -.28** -.18 .15 .14 .27** .2 1
Conflict .29** .if 8** -.03 - . 1 1 -.36** -.51**
Independence - . 0 6 -.14 -.0? -.07 .17* .40*
Achievement
orientation .15 .12 .01
•HtH.1 -.09 -.14
Intellectual- 
cultural 
orientation ___
-.0? - . 0 6 .08 .0 6 .15 .17
Active-
recreational
orientation
- . 0 1 .2 6 .1 2 .13 .05 - . 1 0
Moral-
religious
orientation
-.1 6* -.13 . 0 0 .13 .13 .21
Organization -.22** - . 2 1 .04 -.06 - . 0 2 -.18
Control .05 .20 - . 0 2 .0 0 -.15 -.36*
*p < .05
**p < .01
***Correlation3 based on individual scores are designated c(l), and 
those based on family scores are designated
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The individual and family score correlations for 
these three humor measures are very similar. The negative 
family score correlation between symmetrical humor and 
family anxiety is noticeably larger than the correlation 
based on individual scores. In addition the family score 
correlations between miles to college and complementary 
and parallel humor are greater than the corresponding 
values based on individual scores.
Symmetrical humor is not related to either of the 
family incongruence measures, but complementary humor is 
positively correlated with both incongruence measures. 
Parallel humor is negatively correlated with both.
Affillative and punitive, humor
The correlations between affiliative and punitive 
humor and the other measures are presented in Table 6.
The positive correlation between affiliative and punitive 
humor is small. The pattern of correlations between these 
two measures and the other variables shows no consistency.
Complementary humor is slightly and negatively 
correlated with affiliative humor and slightly and 
positively correlated with punitive humor. As noted 
earlier symmetrical humor is positively correlated with 
both affiliative and punitive humors parallel humor shows 
a strong positive relationship with affiliative humor but 
no relationship with punitive humor.
Positive affect towards the family is positively 
related to affiliative humor and negatively related to
5^
Table 6
CORRELATES OF AFFILIATIVE AND PUNITIVE HUMOR
Affiliative Punitive
humor humor
Variable r(I)*** r(F)*** r(D r(F)
Complementary
interaction -•33** -.40* -.09 . 1 0
Symmetrical
interaction -.23** -.31 .33** .42**
Parallel
interaction .31** .39* -.30** -.40*
Complementary
humor -.27** -•4-2* .25** .35*
Symmetrical
humor .38** .6 0** .30** .2 6
Parallel
humor .54** .69** -.07 - . 1 6
Affiliative
humor .23** .18
Punitive
humor .23** .18
Anxiety -.13 -.4 5** .13 -.08
Positive
affect .33** .50** -.20* -.27
Emotional
cutoff -.40**
-.43** .15 . 1 2
Miles to 
college - . 0 2 -.16 -.07 -.03
Incongruence
(FES) - . 2 1 .2 1
Incongruence
(RSI) -.27 .29
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Table 6 (continued)
Affiliative
humor
Punitive
humor
Variable r(D r(F) e(i) 2Z( F)
Cohesion .46** .57** -.10 -.22
Expressiveness .34** .40* .07 .12
Conflict -.14 -.27 .50** • 59**
Independence .12 .19 .04 .07
Achievement
orientation - . 0 3 -.13 .18* -.08
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation
.29** .44** .08 .05
Active-
recreational
orientation
.27** .27 .26** .38*
Moral-
religious
orientation
.21** .30 .02 .14
Organization -.14 -.35* -.18* -,44**
Control -.12 -.24 .05 -.04
*2 < .05.
**£ < .01.
♦♦•Correlations based on individual scores are
designated jc(I), and those based on family scores 
are designated £(F).
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punitive humor. An active-recreational orientation in 
the family is positively correlated with both affiliative 
and punitive humor. Affiliative humor is negatively 
associated with emotional cutoff and positively associated 
with cohesion, expressiveness and an intellectual-cultural 
orientation in the family, but punitive humor is not 
related to any of these measures. Punitive humor is 
positively correlated with conflict, but affiliative humor 
is not related to conflict.
The individual score and family score correlations 
for affiliative and punitive humor are very similar except 
that the negative family score correlation between anxiety 
and affiliative humor is stronger than the individual 
score correlation.
Anxiety and positive affect
Table 7 contains the individual and family score 
correlations between anxiety, positive affect and the 
other variables in the study.
The correlations between anxiety and the other 
measures are generally small. Negative correlations are 
seen between anxiety and miles to college, parallel 
interaction and parallel humor. Positive correlations 
are found between anxiety and symmetrical interaction, 
complementary humor, conflict and an achievement orien­
tation. The family score correlations are essentially 
similar to the individual score correlations with the 
notable exceptions of the negative correlations between
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Table 7
CORRELATES OF ANXIETY AND POSITIVE AFFECT
Anxiety Positive
affect
Variable x(i)*** x (f )*** r( i) X(F)
Complementary
interaction . 1 1 .0 0 -.39** -.24
Symmetrical
interaction • 22** .1 1 -.50** -.57**
Parallel
interaction -.23** -.13 • 55** • 53**
Complementary
humor .20* .2 6 -.40** -.47**
Symmetrical
humor - . 1 0 -.41* .20* .37*
Parallel
humor -.22* -.29 .36** .41*
Affiliative
humor -.13 -.45** .33** .50**
Punitive
humor .13 -.08 -.20* -.27
Anxiety -.15 -.23
Positive
affect -.15 -.23
Emotional
cutoff .19 . 0 0 -.6 1** -.45**
Miles to 
college -•2k -.14 -.07 .29
Incongruence
(FES) .17 -.47**
Incongruence
(RSI) . 1 2 -.28
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Table 7 (continued)
Anxiety Positive
affect
Variable e(i) r(F) rd) r(F)
Cohesion -.13 - . 1 2 .57** .72**
Expressiveness —o 13 .04 -30** .18
Conflict .23** .19 -.34** -.50**
Independence - . 0 6 -.07 .05 - . 1 1
Achievement
orientation .26** .27 -.07 .0 0
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation
.02 - . 1 1 .26** .2 2
Active-
recreational
orientation
.03 - . 0 2 • 16^ .1 6
Moral-
religious
orientation
- . 0 6 - . 2 1 .20* .14
Organization ,0 1 .07 .08 .0 6
Control .09 -.07 -.06 -.09
*p < .05 
**!> < *01
♦♦♦Correlations based on individual scores are 
designated by n(l), and those based on family 
scores are designated by £(F).
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family anxiety and symmetrical humor and affiliative humor 
not seen in the individual score analyses.
Positive affect shows strong positive correlations 
with parallel interaction and parallel humor. Positive 
affect is correlated with many of the variables in the
study and in general shows a pattern of correlations with
other measures consistent with the patterns showed by 
both measures of parallelism. Family and individual score 
correlations are not very different.
Emotional cutoff and miles to college
Table 8 presents the correlations between emotional 
cutoff, miles to college and the other variables.
As noted before emotional cutoff is correlated with 
complementarity in humor and negatively with parallel 
humor but is not related to symmetrical humor. Emotional 
cutoff is negatively associated with affiliative humor but 
is not related to punitive humor. Interestingly, while 
emotional cutoff is strongly and negatively correlated 
with positive affect towards the family, it has no rela­
tionship with conflict in the family.
The correlations between miles to college and the 
other measures based on individual score data are largely 
unremarkable. The family score data yield higher though 
not quite significant correlations between miles to college 
and the RSI subscales, complementary and parallel humor 
and positive affect. In addition the miles measure is 
positively correlated with the RSI incongruence measure.
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Table 8
CORRELATES OP EMOTIONAL CUTOFF AND MILES TO COLLEGE
Emotional Miles to
cutoff college
Variable r(D*** r(F)*** £(I) £<F)
C oraplementary 
interaction .4-3** .36* .12 .32
Symmetrical
interaction .23 .20 .10 .26
Parallel
interaction -•35** -.32 -.10 -.33
Complementary
humor .31* .21 .13 .32
Symmetrical
humor -.07 -.33 .10
o•a
Parallel
humor -.38** -.28 -.19 - . 3 0
Affiliative
humor -.40** -.43** -.02 -.16
Punitive
humor .15 .12 -.07 -.03
Anxiety .19 .00 -.24 -.14
Positive
affect -.61** -.45** -.07 .29
Emotional
cutoff .02 .06
Miles to 
college .02 .06
Incongruence
(FES) .02 -.13
Incongruence
(RSI) .17 .34*
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Table 8 (continued)
Emotional
cutoff
Miles to 
college
Variable e(i) n(r) £( I) e (f )
Cohesion -.49** - . 2 9 -.06 . 0 0
Expressiveness -.52** -.28 -.14 -.15
Conflict -.03 .05 .07 . 2 0
Independence -.24 .06 .10 . 0 9
Achievement
orientation -.12 .01 -.10 .0 1
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation _
-.34* - . 2 6 .08 . 1 0
Active- 
recreational 
orientation .
-.27 -.10 .12 .08
Moral-
religious
orientation
-.20 -.31 .05 .07
Organ.i nation .17 .12 -.03 .09
Control .27 .23 -.08 .16
♦p <■ .05 
**£ < .01
♦♦♦Correlations based on individual scores are 
designated by £(I), and those based on family 
scores are designated by £(F).
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IncQ&srusnoi?
Table 9 presents the correlations based on family 
scores between the incongruence measures and the other 
variables. The two incongruence measures show a moderate 
positive correlation with each other. Both are positively 
correlated with complementary and symmetrical interaction 
and complementary humor and negatively correlated with 
parellel interaction and parallel humor. Incongruence on 
the RSI is positively related to the miles measure and to 
control in the family, but incongruence on the FES is not 
related to either of these.
EarnUx- jBmcJLr
The correlations between the ten FES subscales and 
the other measures are covered in the above presentations 
of the other variables. The FES is presented here by means 
of a factor analysis of the individual score data. The 
intercorrelation matrix of the ten subscales is presented 
in Table 10 with correlations based on family scores shown 
above the diagonal. Before iterations and varimax rota­
tion the factor analysis reveals four factors having eigen­
values greater than one accounting together for 6k percent 
of the total variance. Table 11 presents communalities 
and the loadings of the subscales on the four factors 
extracted in the final solution.
Inspection of the loadings reveals a pattern different 
from the conceptual organization of the FES. The first 
factor, which is principally defined by the cohesion,
Table 9
CORRELATES OF FAMILY INCONGRUENCE
Incongruence
(FES)
Incongruence
(RSI)
Variable r*** C
C omplementary 
interaction .29 .41*
Symmetrical
interaction
.if 4**
Parallel
interaction
-.if 7*4 -.6?**
Complementary
humor .44** .6 3**
Symmetrical
humor -.0?
00•
Parallel
humor -.35* -.48**
Affiliative
humor - . 2 1 1
1 • to
Punitive
humor .2 1 .29
Anxiety .17 . 1 2
Positive
affect
-.if7»* -.28
Emotional
cutoff . 0 2 .17
Miles to 
college -.13 .34*
Incongruence
(FES) .32
Incongruence
(RSI) • 32
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Table 9 (continued)
Incongruence
(FES)
Incongruence
(RSI)
Variable £ £
Cohesion -.46**
CM•1
Expre s s iv ene s s -.12 -.25
Conflict . 2 5 .38*
Independence .03 - . 1 7
Achievement
orientation .07 . 1 5
Intellectual-
cultural
orientation
-.22
1
1 . 0 \0
Active-
recreational
orientation
-.22 -.14
Moral-
religious
orientation
-.12
0D•1
Organization -.06 .01
Control .08 .40*
***All correlations are based on family scores.
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Table 11
FES FACTOR ANALYSIS* FACTOR LOADINGS AND COMMUNALITIES
Variable h2* 1
Factors 
2 3 4
Cohesion • 74 • 58
CM•
CO•t - . 0 5
Expre s s iv ene s s
CO» • 61 -.28 -.01 .20
Conflict .44 .10 .14 .63 -.07
Independence • 66 .13 -.03 -.02 .80
Achievement orientation . 34 .00 • 57 .14 .01
Intellectual-cultural .30 .52 -.01 - . 0 5 .1?
Active-recreational .38 .57
0•-4.1 .21 -.01
Moral-religious .09 .20 .17 .04 -.14
Organization .47 -.13 .56 -.37
0 •1
Control .44 -.25 .47 .06 -.39
♦Communality
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expressiveness, intellectual-cultural orientation and 
active-recreational orientation scales, appears to tap 
an aspect of availability of family members for partici­
pation with others inside and outside the family. The 
second factor, marked by loadings for the achievement 
orientation, organization and control scales, suggests the 
facet of regulation or organization of effort in the 
family. The third factor, defined by conflict and a 
negative loading for cohesion, clearly appears to be a 
conflict dimension. The fourth factor reveals a strong 
loading for the independence scale and a smaller negative 
loading for the control scale and seems to represent a 
restraint versus independence characteristic.
Overall.
In order to achieve a broader perspective on all the 
data a second factor analysis is presented based on the 
individual score data for the RSI subscales, the FES 
subscales, the five humor measures, anxiety, positive 
affect and social desirability. Before iterations and 
varimax rotation the factor analysis reveals six factors 
having eigenvalues greater than one accounting together for 
64 percent of the total variance. Table 12 presents 
communalities and the loadings for the variables in the 
final solution.
Inspection of the loadings shows a pattern similar to 
that found in the FES factor analysis with the addition of 
two factors. The first factor has high loadings for the
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Table 12
OVERALL FACTOR ANALYSISi FACTOR LOADINGS AND COMMUNA1ITIES
Variable h2* 1 2
Factors 
3 4 5 6
Complementary interaction «54 -.6? .16 -.0? -.15 - . 0 7 .18
Symmetrical interaction . 6 0 -.56 .50 -.09 -.02 -.03 -.16
Farallel interaction .78 .80 -.33 .14 .10 -.01 .00
Complementary humor .61 -.73 .22 -.07 -.13 -.15 .03
Symmetrical humor .40 .14 .07 .09 .61 .02 .05
Parallel humor .71 .65 -.20 .08 .46 -.09 -.14
Affiliative humor • 5^ .29 .01 .40 .55 -.10
v—10 •1
Punitive humor .63 -.16 .66 .12 .38 -.07 . 0 3
Cohesion .70 .30 -.29 .52 • 34 .38 -.00
Expressiveness .51 .28 .05 .53 .06 -.29 -.23
Conflict • 66 -.27 .75 .09 -.13 -.04 .12
Independence .44 .14 .05 .16 -.05 -.05 -.62
Achievement orientation .33 -.04 .30 .00 .01 .49 .06
Intellectual-cultural .36 .01 -.01 .57 .07 .01 -.17
Active-recreational .37 .01 .19 • 53 .08 -.20 .06
Moral-relig i ous .24 .30 .07 .19 -.06 .04 .32
Organization .49 .14 -.14 -.11 -.05 .66 .06
Control .44 -.05 .10 -.24 .02 .42 .44
Anxiety .14 -.18 .25 .00 -.12 .17 .01
Positive affect • 52 .37 -.37 .45 .15 .10 .09
Social desirability .24 .23 -.39 .04 -.11 -.12 .06
♦Communal!ty
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three RSI subscales and the complementary and parallel 
humor measures. The loadings suggest a quality of 
parallelism versus schismogenesis, symmetrical humor 
excepted. The second factor is defined by symmetrical 
interaction, conflict and punitive use of humor. It 
appears to be an aggression or conflict dimension. The 
third factor is very similar to the participation factor 
found in the FES analysis with loadings for cohesion, 
expressiveness, intellectual-cultural orientation and 
active-recreational orientation and a smaller loading for 
positive affect. The fourth factor accounts for symmetri­
cal humor and affiliative humor with smaller loadings for 
parallel and punitive humor. This clearly appears to be 
a humor factor. The fifth factor resembles the regulation 
of effort factor found previously with loadings for 
achievement orientation, organization and control. The 
sixth factor suggests a restraint versus independence 
quality like the one found with the FES with a negative 
loading for the independence subscale and a positive 
loading for the control subscale.
DISCUSSION
The many significant differences found between the 
participating and not; participating groups suggest that 
more favorable reports of the family are associated with 
increased likelihood of a family's self-selection for 
participation in this research. The families of William 
and Mary students cannot be said to represent the general 
population, and the demographic data indicate a very well 
educated, middle to upper middle class group of families. 
The comparison with FES standard deviation norms suggests 
homogeneity in this sample. This homogeneity and the 
normative indications lead to the speculation that in 
general this group is made up of nondistressed families.
The influence of social desirability on the measures 
in this study is not very pronounced, and the partialling 
out procedure does not appear to change substantially the 
relationships found among the variables. Those variables 
that do show some correlation with social desirability 
are those which cluster together on the second overall 
factor, the conflict or aggression factor. It is possible 
that aggressiveness and open expression of anger occur in 
an environment which is less responsive to social norms 
particularly those which place a lid on open agitation.
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The effect of calculating family averages is the 
removal of the variance in the data associated with 
individual differences within families* This results in 
explorations of relationships in the data based on the 
variance associated with differences among family units.
It is noted that each family member’s report is 
given equal weight in the process of averaging. It may 
be advantageous in many cases to weight the report of 
one or more family members more than the others as can 
be done in multivariate correlational procedures. The 
size of the sample of families in this study, unfortunate 
lyf is too small to permit this type of approach. The 
literature reviewed here reveals little empirical or 
theoretical basis for identifying mitigating factors 
among the variables.
Family scores yield noticeably higher correlations 
than individual scores in two areas: (a) the negative
relationships between some of the humor measures and 
anxiety in the family and (b) the correlations between 
the miles measure and interaction and humor styles. It 
is possible that relationships among these variables 
are present for some family members more than for others. 
Further analyses of the data might involve testing simple 
variables, such as gender, age and family relationship 
position, in attempting to identify characteristics of 
members for whom the measures might show higher 
correlations.
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The RSI is seen to be a useful measure of interaction 
styles in families according to the support given several 
hypotheses regarding the expected qualities of the family 
milieu given various types of interaction. Correlating 
with each other and in a parelie1 way with many of the 
other measures, complementary and symmetrical interaction 
appear to be based in a single underlying dimension which 
contrasts with parallel interaction.
Some differences between complementary and symmetrical 
interaction, however, are visible# Symmetry relates to the 
conflict and aggression oriented measures, whereas comple­
mentarity relates to lack of expressiveness and the 
emotional cutoff process. These differences appear to 
reflect two different mechanisms for dealing with rela­
tionship distress. The symmetrical mechanism permits open, 
albeit intense, communicative discharge at the expense of 
peace in the family milieuj the complementary mechanism 
maintins peace rigidly at the price of more direct and 
open self-expression. Both tend towards physical distanc­
ing on the part of adult children, negative affect towards 
the family, lack of congruence and lack of cohesion in the 
family
The results of the present study are consistent with 
the definition given for parallel interaction in loosely 
joined relationship systems. The lack of chaotic rever­
beration in such systems would provide a family emotional 
climate of lower anxiety, less need for reactive cutting
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off and distancing and greater positive affect such as 
found in the results. Disparity and struggle in dyadic 
relationship definition is suggested by the RSI incongru­
ence measure. Distortion and inaccuracy in perceptions 
of the family milieu is implied by the FES incongruence 
measure. These would be more likely to occur in more 
reactive, chaotic environments where clarification or. 
correction of information in feedback channels, what are 
collectively called the channel and net subsystem in 
general living systems theory (Miller, 1978; Miller & 
Miller, 1980), does not take place. Extreme noncommuni- 
cative postures,.perhaps useful for obtaining some sem­
blance of stability in too richly joined systems, would 
produce less cohesion and expressiveness in the family. 
Progressive cumulations in intensity and distress would 
be more likely to spill over into open conflict in such 
systems. The family members in these strained and 
highly sensitive emotional environments would be less 
likely to enjoy affiliative!or parallel forms of humor.
Further research using the interaction scoring 
scheme for complementary and symmetrical interaction 
provided by Sluzki and Beavin (1977) could test these 
ideas and conceptual patterns. Average length of schis- 
mogenic sequences could be calculated to provide a measure 
of the hypothetical parallelism-schismogenesis continuum 
and tested against the RSI and other measures or clinical 
evaluations of family structure and process. Should this 
type of interaction analysis prove feasible, it would
7^
eliminate the need for complex interaction scoring schemes 
such as that used by Gottman (1979)• In the area of 
evaluation of therapy an easy to use interaction scoring 
system could replace questionnaire measures and eliminate 
retest effects.
The correlates of the humor measures indicate that 
complementarity and symmetry in the use of humor are very 
different, and the overall factor analysis is helpful in 
illuminating this. Symmetrical humor does not appear to 
play a role in defining the parallelisra-schismogenesis 
quality of interaction in the way that complementary and 
parallel humor do; rather, symmetrical humor shows a 
singular loading on the humor factor. This suggests that 
symmetrical humor has no relationship to the overall trend 
towards or away from parallelism. Complementarity in the 
use of humor shows the reverse pattern.with a singular 
loading on the parallelism factor. That it is the only 
humor measure not loading on the humor factor indicates 
that complementary humor is not seen as very funny by the 
people who report it. This could reflect attempts at 
humor which never get off the ground or from what seem to 
be less benign intentions carried out with a pretense of 
humor. Symmetrical humor, relating to affiliative, 
parallel and punitive humor forms, probably represents a 
safety valve (see Chapman, 1976) in some respects for 
potentially conflict inducing sequences and system strain.
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In this regard symmetrical and affiliative humor show 
greater correlations with (lessening of) anxiety than 
any other measure in the study. Parallel humor in con­
trast to the schismogenic forms loads on both the humor 
and parallelism factors suggesting that humor does not 
have to be cumulative to be funny.
The results indicate that affiliative and punitive 
humor reflect separate dimensions. Both load on the humor 
factor indicating that both are seen as funny. They 
differ in that affiliative humor loads on the participa­
tion factor while punitive humor loads on the conflict or 
aggression factor. This suggests that humor in the family 
occurs regardless of trends towards conflict or availabil­
ity but that these aspects of relationships seem to be 
associated with the ways humor is expressed when it occurs.
The anxiety measure tends not to be correlated with 
the other measures. One possibility is that the full 
anxiety battery as a more complete measure might yield 
more significant results. This is suggested by the rela­
tively higher correlations between the anxiety subtest and 
the conflict measures, perhaps due to that partial aspect 
of anxiety— irritability— measured by the Common Annoyances 
Test.
It could be said that many of the measures in this 
study reflect only a general affective dimension because 
of the strong correlations seen with the positive affect 
measure. The overall factor analysis does not support
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this, however, in that positive affect loadings on the 
factors are only small or moderate. That it loads some­
what on three dimensions suggests that affect is related 
to several aspects of family life. The concept of an 
affective dimension even if given support would not go 
very far in efforts to understand the systemic structure 
of families.
The emotional cutoff measure appears to be linked to 
two aspects of family relating? positive affect and 
availability (as seen in cohesion and expressiveness).
That emotional cutoff is associated with less positive 
feelings towards the family and a posture of less availa­
bility towards the family supports the validity of the 
measure.
While the correlations with the miles measure are 
relatively low overall, they can be considered noteworthy 
in several respects. The miles measure is an unusual and 
unexpected source of pattern in the data. People tend to 
deny geographical distancing as a mechanism for dealing 
with relationship distress. This idea is supported by 
the fact that the measure correlates better with total 
family reports than with the reports of the students, 
who are the ones doing the distancing. Also the miles 
like the incongruence measures represent actual behavior 
rather than reports of behavior and feelings; thus, it 
avoids the problem of artificial elevations in correla­
tions based on same method, eg., questionnaire, measurement.
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That distance from home is related to schismogenic and 
parallel interaction, positive affect and incongruence 
in the family supports the inclusion of this phenomenon 
by Bowen (1978) in discussions of emotional systems.
The incongruence measures represent actual behavior 
in terms of differences among family members' reports.
These measures are related to parallel and schismogenic 
interaction, humor and cohesion in the family. Incon­
gruence within a dyad about the dyadic relationship 
suggests a struggle for control in the definition of the 
relationship. This type of struggle in one of its more 
covert and powerful forms in families containing a 
schizophrenic member is well documented and analyzed by 
a family therapy team in Milan, Italy (Palazzoli, Cecchin, 
Prata, & Boscolo, 1978). That this measure correlates 
with control in the family as measured by the FES supports 
this way of thinking.
The FES relationship dimension measures— cohesion, 
expressiveness and conflict— show higher correlations with 
other measures than do the other FES subscales. The 
personal growth scales are particularly poor in this 
regard. It is possible that these measures might relate 
to important aspects of family life in other types of 
families, but no such tendency is seen in this study.
The factor analysis of the ten FES subscales indicates 
a dimensionality in the measures different from the 
conceptual organization offered by Moos (197^). This
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points to the need for solid theory as a guide for empiri­
cal investigation.
A tentative interpretation of the factor dimensions 
can be offered in light of the discussion of parallelism 
and loose coupling in emotional systems. The first or 
parallel factor registers loadings for five of the six 
measures dealing with schismogenesis and parallel process 
in interaction and humor, symmetrical humor excepted.
The strongest loading measure on this or any other factor 
is parallel interaction, which also has the largest 
communality value of all the measures. This lends support 
to the proposition that the nonschismogenic, loosely 
coupled quality of a system's organization in the relation­
ship sphere constitutes a primary systemic continuum 
according to which all families could be studied.
The remaining five factors probably represent various 
areas in the family relationship system where distress 
could erupt depending on idiosyncratic patterns in the 
family. The degree of parallelism in the system by itself 
would not account for where distress would occur except 
perhaps at extreme levels of undifferentiation. The 
first of these secondary factors points to aggression and 
open conflict. The second designates (lack of) availabil­
ity to or participation with others. The third suggests 
humor as a more benign area for coping and maintaining 
stability. The fourth indicates regulation and control
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of family members* behavior. The fifth points to the use 
of independent postures among family members.
Future research to go beyond these tentative explora­
tions and conjectures could turn to studies based on 
actual family interaction rather than self-report data.
Variables which restrict the generalizability of 
these findings involve the relative homogeneity of the 
sample including the fact that all of these families are 
at some point in that spectrum of the family life cycle 
commonly refered to as the launching children stage. 
Despite these limitations.many coherent patterns and 
relationships are found among the variables including 
support for hypotheses drawn from the family therapy 
literature which is often focused on distressed families. 
The sample in this study appears to be nondistressed and 
comparable to normative samples in many respects. This 
constitutes an important aspect of the project because 
the goal here is to search for meaningful variables 
according to which all family relationship systems, 
functional or dysfunctional, can be described and studied.
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APPENDIX A
FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE SUBSCALE DESCRIPTIONS (Moos, 197*0
B&laSJLsirehiip ,Blmsma3L.Qixa
1* Cohesion. The extent to which family members are
concerned and committed to the family and the degree 
to which family members are helpful and supportive of 
each other*
2. Expressiveness. The extent to which family members 
are allowed and encouraged to act openly and to 
express their feelings directly.
3* Conflict. The extent to which the open expression of 
anger and aggression and generally conflictual 
interactions are characteristic of the family.
.. PJLman.gjLpjq^
4. Independence. The extent to which family members are 
encouraged to be assertive, self-sufficient, to make 
their own decisions and to think things out for 
themselves.
5* Acfajey.sm.sat Prjen.tatjpn« The extent to which
different types of activities (i.e., school and work) 
are cast into an achievement oriented or competitive 
framework.
6. Intellectual-cultural orientation. The extent to 
which the family is concerned about political, social, 
intellectual and cultural activities.
7. Active recreational orientation. The extent to which 
the family participates actively in various kinds of 
recreational and sporting activities.
8, Moralrr.e.ligiQua. .eJTOPhagiig* The extent to which the 
family actively discusses and emphasizes ethical and 
religious issues and values.
.System Maintenance. Dimensions 
9* Organization. Measures how important order and
organization is in the family in terms of structuring 
the family activities, financial planning, and 
explicitness and clarity in regard to family rules 
and responsibilities.
10. Control. Assesses the extent to which the family is 
organizaed in a hierarchical manner, the rigidity of 
family rules and procedures and the extent to which 
family members order each other around.
83
Appendix B
84
GENDER AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIP POSITION FREQUENCIES
Female Male Total
Students k2 12 54
Siblings 17 10 27
Fathers 3 6 36
Mothers 33 33
Total 92 58 150
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INCOME FREQUENCIES
Range Fathers Mothers Siblings
$0 11 10
$200 - $4,000 6 12
$5,000 - $9,000 7 1
$10,000 - $19,000 2 5 3
$20,000 - $29,000 8 1
$30,000 - $39,000 10
$40,000 - $49,000 k 1
$50,000 - $80,000 7
Not reported 2 2 1
Totals 33 33 27
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EDUCATION LEVELS COMPLETED
Fathers Mothers Siblings
Some high school 
High school graduate 6 8
17
Some college 4 7 4
College graduate 11 13 6
Some graduate school 2
Masters degree 10 2
Doctorate 
Not reported
2
1
Totals 33 33 27
8?
AGE MEANS AND RANGES
Mean Low High
Students 18.9 18 22
Siblings 18.5 15 24
Fathers 49.2 42 72
Mothers 47.3 40 64
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN FAMILIES
Number of children
1
2
3 
5
6
9
Frequency
5
5 
11
6 
2
3
1
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SIBLING POSITIONS OF CHILDREN
Sibling position Students Siblings
Only child 5 0
Oldest 9 5
Youngest 3 9
Middle 16 13
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APPENDIX C
91
RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
COMPLEMENTARY INFORMATION PROCESS
m m
3* It is only one person who shares personal feelings.
Both of us seldom share personal feelings to the other.
19* We do not try to out talk the other, but usually it is
the same person who tries to listen and understand.
35• One person usually talks a majority of the time while
the other is silent. Both of us usually do not talk 
and express how we feel at the same time.
^3* Only one of us tries to teach things. We are not able
to teach new things to each other.
50. Most often it is only one of us that interrupts. We
do not try to understand each other.
FALSE
20. When we have a discussion each tries to out talk the
other. Seldom does one person person do most of the 
talking.
22. We both talk about a lot of different things. It is
not just one of us who has most of the ideas.
49. We both talk a lot and neither of us understands each
other very well. One of us is not more understanding 
than the other.
56. One person does not always dominate our conversations. 
Instead one will dominate at one time and the other 
will dominate at another time.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
COMPLEMENTARY AFFECT
m m
18* When one of us is excited about something. The other
is just the opposite. We can seldom be excited for
each other.
36. When I am friendly toward him/her, he/she is not
friendly back. Then when he/she is friendly toward
me, I could care less. We are not unfriendly at the 
same time.
44. We seem to act exactly opposite from each other. When 
one is happy, for example, the other is sad. We don't 
seem to share many of the same feelings.
45. When I feel good about us he/she doesn't and when he/
she feels satisfied I am not. We do not feel 
satisfied at the same time.
61♦ When we are upset at each other. One lectures while 
the other is silent. Both of us usually do not argue 
at the same time to express our feelings.
m m
17. Both of us criticize each other. Neither of us 
criticizes more than the other.
26. Both of us fail to show affection for each other. 
Seldom does one of us show affection.
5^ . When one of us gets angry the other usually gets
angry in return. It seems that one can't be under­
standing when the other is angry.
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COMPLEMENTARY AFFECT (CONTINUED)
FALSE
55» If we get mad, we can both work out our differences % 
one person seldom yells and hurts the other.
9k
RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
COMPLEMENTARY ROLE
m m
1. One of us works a lot harder than the other. Seldom
do we each help the other do things.
23* One of us acts like he/she knows almost everything.
Seldom do we argue when we have different opinions.
27. Often one of us works hard while the other is quite
lazy. Seldom are we productive at the same time.
38. There are times when I want things clean and he/she
is sloppy. And when he/she wants things clean then I 
am sloppy. Rarely do we both want things clean at 
the same time.
62. One of us spends money more unwisely than the other, 
and we cannot calmly talk about it.
false
32. Usually each of us is quite successful. It is seldom 
that one of us is more successful than the other.
3k. When one of us is organized and neat, the other tries
to be similar. One of us is not more organized and
neat than the other.
39. When other people are around, both of us are quite
outgoing and we seem to compete. Only rarely is one
talkative while the other is silent.
kZ. We both try to work hard in our own way. One of us
is not lazy or irresponsible.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
COMPLEMENTARY POWER AND CONTROL
TRUE
7. We are so opposite that when we solve problems one 
person will be right and the other person proven 
wrong. Seldom do we compromise.
Ik. One person is never willing to be wrong at anything, 
while the other often accepts blame. Both willing to 
be wrong is unheard of.
28. One of us uses more self-control than the other, we 
both do not lose control at the same time.
37. In order to get a point across one of us will yell at 
the other. We both do not talk calmly about differ­
ences of opinions.
60. One person is more submissive, rarely do we compete.
FALSE
10. Both of us readily admit it when we are wrong, one 
person is not usually blamed.
31. When change is needed each tries to improve and also
help the other. Rarely is just one person expected
to do all the changing.
kX, When we solve problems we generally talk until we can
settle them by making a compromise. Seldom is only
one person right.
52. We always try to share control by talking things out, 
one of us does not control more than the other.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
SYMMETRICAL INFORMATION PROCESS
TRUE
6• We seldom share personal feelings with each other.
Even if one tries to talk the other will not listen, 
and may make light of the attempt.
20. When we have a discussion each tries to out talk the 
other, neither seems to listen very well.
25* In a discussion we both frequently interrupt the 
other, neither seems to listen very well.
49. We both talk a lot and neither of us understand each 
other very well. One of us is not more understanding 
than the other.
57. Seldom does just one of us talk about problems.
Usually when problems are discussed we get into 
arguments.
FALSE
2. We have an understanding of each other that comes from 
both trying to listen carefully and understand, 
neither tries to out talk the other.
19* We do not try to out talk the other, but usually it is
the same person who tries to listen and understand.
30. Both of us freely discuss personal ideas with each 
other.
46. We find time just to talk and share things with each
other. Seldom do we avoid talking to each other.
97
RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
SYMMETRICAL AFFECT
TRUE
12. If one of us gets discouraged the other gets dis­
couraged too, we cannot usually encourage each other.
17* Both of us criticize each other. Neither of us
criticizes more than the other.
26. Both of us fail to show affection for each other.
Seldom does one of us show affection.
^8. When one of us is sarcastic the other is sarcastic
right "back. Neither of us seems to be able to ignore 
sarcasm and reply kindly.
5^ . When one of us gets angry the other usually gets
angry in return. It seems that one can't be under­
standing when the other is angry.
FALSE
8. We know how each other feels, only rarely is one of us 
really distant from the other.
29. We usually feel close, rather than not trusting each
other.
47. When one of us wants to be affectionate the other is
affectionate too. Rarely do we fail to respond to 
each other.
63* If I make a mistake I am not angrily criticized for it. 
We don't believe in getting angry or sarcastic with 
each other.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
SYMMETRICAL ROLE
TJLUg,
5* Sometimes we push each other to do risky things. At
these times neither of us acts with much caution.
9* When one of us is good at something the other tries to
be good at it too. One person can not be better at 
something.
21. We both have strong opinions about things. Seldom do 
we try to see each others point of view.
39• When other people are around, both of us are quite
outgoing and we seem to compete. Only rarely is one 
talkative while the other is silent.
58. We rarely think that each other is not capable of
making big decisions? we don't share that responsi­
bility either.
zalss
15* We respect each other's abilities. Only rarely do we 
think the other may be inadequate.
23* One of us acts like he/she knows almost everything.
Seldom do we argue when we have different opinions.
2*f. Usually both of us spend money wisely. When one buys 
something unnecessary the other doesn't do the same 
thing.
51. When one of us gets something new the other acts 
selfish and ignored. Both of us however, are not 
selfish people.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
SYMMETRICAL POWER AND CONTROL
TRUE
11. When one of us is sincere the other thinks it is
being phoney, only rarely can we accept each other as 
being truly sincere.
16. When something goes wrong between us each feels the 
other is to blame, neither admits being at fault.
33* When one of us wants to do something, the other
person wants to do something else; neither will give 
in to the other and compromise.
40. If one of us tries to boss the other he/she tries to
do the same in return. Taking turns at being in
charge doesn't happen very often.
53. We both try to dominate the other, neither really
succeeding. Give and take, or compromise, is seldom 
achieved.
FALSE
13. Frequently we try to allow the other to have his or 
her own way. Rarely do we compete.
28. One of us uses more self-control than the other, we 
both do not lose control at the same time.
59* We accept each other. We do not try to change each 
other.
60. One person is more submissive, rarely do we compete.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
PARALLEL INFORMATION PROCESS
TRUE
2. We have an understanding of each other that comes from 
both trying to listen carefully and understand, 
neither tries to out talk the other.
22. We both talk about a lot of different things. It is
not just one of us who has most of the ideas.
30. Both of us freely discuss personal ideas with each
other.
^6. We find time just to talk and share things with each
other. Seldom do we avoid talking to each other.
56. One person does not always dominate our conversations. 
Instead one will dominate at one time and the other 
will dominate at another time.
FALSE
3* It is only one person who shares personal feelings.
Both of us seldom share personal feelings to each
other.
25. In a discussion we both frequently interrupt the other, 
neither seems to listen very well.
35. One person usually talks a majority of the time while
the other is silent. Both of us usually do not talk
and express how we feel at the same time.
43. Only one of us tries to teach things. We are not
able to teach new things to each other.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
PARALLEL AFFECT
THUS
8. We know how each other feels, only rarely is one of
us really distant from the other.
29. We usually feel close, rather than not trusting each
other.
47. When one of us wants to be affectionate the other is
affectionate too. Rarely do we fail to respond to 
each other.
55* If we get mad, we can both work out our differencesi
one person seldom yells and hurts the other.
63. If I make a mistake I am not angrily criticized for
it. We don’t believe in getting angry or sarcastic 
with each other.
FALSE
18. When one of us is excited about something, the other
is just the opposite. We can seldom be excited for 
each other.
We seem to act exactly opposite from each other.
When one is happy, for example, the other is sad.
We don't seem to share many of the same feelings. 
When I feel good about us he/she doesn’t and when 
he/she feels satisfied I am not. We do not feel 
satisfied at the same time.
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PARALLEL AFFECT (CONTINUED)
?ALSE
^8. When one of us is sarcastic the other is sarcastic 
right back. Neither of us seems to be able to 
ignore sarcasm and reply kindly.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
PARALLEL ROLE
TRUE
4. Both of us really try to be good at things we are 
interested in. Rarely do we criticize each other 
for doing poorly.
15* We respect each other's abilities. Only rarely do we 
think the other may be inadequate.
2^ . Usually both of us spend money wisely. When one buys 
something unnecessary the other doesn't do the same 
thing.
32. Usually each of us is quite successful. It is
seldom that one of us is more successful than the
other.
^2. We both try to work hard in our own way. One of us is 
not lazy or irresponsible.
FALSE
5* Sometimes we push each other to do risky things. At
these times neither of us acts with much caution.
21. We both have strong opinions about things. Seldom do 
we try to see each other's point of view.
58. We rarely think that each other is not capable of
making big decisions? we don't share that responsi­
bility either.
62. One of us spends money more unwisely than the other, 
and we cannot calmly talk about it.
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RELATIONSHIP STYLES INVENTORY
PARALLEL POWER AND CONTROL
TRUE
10. Both of us readily admit it when we are wrong, one 
person is not usually blamed.
13. Frequently we try to allow the other to have his or 
her own way. Rarely do we compete.
31. When change is needed each tries to improve and also
help the other. Rarely is just one person expected
to do all of the changing.
41. When we solve problems we generally talk until we can
settle them by making a compromise. Seldom is only
one person right.
59* We accept each other. We do not try to change each 
other.
F A L SE,
7. We are so opposite that when we solve problems one 
person will be right and the other proven wrong.
Seldom do we compromise.
11. When one of us is sincere the other thinks it is being 
phoney, only rarely can we accept each other as being 
truly sincere.
16. When something goes wrong between us each feels the 
other is to blame, neither admits being at fault.
53* We both try to dominate the other, neither really
succeeding. Give and take, or compromise, is seldom 
achieved.
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COMPLEMENTARITY IN HUMOR
TRUE
2. One of us has an unusual sense of humor. The other
cannot see the point of that one’s jokes.
4. When one of us has a complaint, the other one jokes
about it in a way that makes the problem seem trivial. 
This makes the one with the problem feel worse.
19* One of us often puts him or herself down in humorous
ways. The other one rarely does this.
20. One of us has a serious outlook on life. The other is
always clowning around.
FALSE
15* Neither of us misinterprets the intent of the other's
kidding. One of us is not touchier than the other.
16. Each of us has a good sense of humor. One of us does
not have a better sense of humor than the other.
22. Each of us can be an audience for the other's humor.
It is not just one of us who entertains the other.
24. We both find humor in everyday occurrences. It is
not just one of us who is witty.
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SYMMETRY IN HUMOR
TRUE
7. We play a lot of jokes on each other. No one gets the
last laugh.
10. When one of us starts laughing, the other does too.
Neither of us can be serious when this happens.
13* When one of us laughs at something, the other does too.
We usually laugh at the same things.
21. We often needle each other to the point where we're
both being a little cruel. Sometimes we just don't 
know when to quit.
FALSE
3* It is just one of us who does most of the teasing.
We usually do not exchange teasing.
14. When one of us tells a funny story, the other does not
try to top that with his or her own funny story. We 
do not compete with humor.
17* One of us is usually the butt of the other's jokes.
We don't both make fun of each other.
23# We do not both try to impress the other with clever
remarks. One of us is wittier than the other.
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PARALLELISM IN HUMOR
TRUE
5. Neither of us takes him or herself too seriously.
Each can laugh at him or herself.
9. We usually appreciate each other's humor. Seldom
does one of us get offended by the other's joking.
11. When disagreements arise between us, we often end up 
laughing together. Humor helps us keep things in 
perspective.
18. We joke with each other affectionately. Neither
turns the other off with joking.
FALSE
6. If one of us tries to joke, the other is usually not 
in a laughing mood. Seldom do we laugh together.
8. One of us does not take teasing well. The other
person thinks that this one is too sensitive.
12. We do not laugh about our problems. If one of us 
jokes about a serious situation, the other one cannot 
understand what's so funny.
1. There is very little humor in our relationship.
Joking is not attempted.
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AFFILIATIVE USE OF HUMOR
m m
3. We laugh together a lot in our family.
6. Our family tends to look at the funny side of life.
10. We often entertain each other with funny stories and 
j okes.
13. Laughter is contagious in our family.
14. Serious family situations are often eased by humor.
16. We joke with each other in an affectionate way.
22. We share funny experiences with each other.
23. We have inside family jokes which other people don't 
understand.
JEALSE
4. The mood in our house is usually pretty serious.
5* There is very little joking in our family.
7. We take our problems very seriously.
11. Clowning around is not appreciated in our family
17. No one in our family is very good at telling jokes.
19. Family members rarely laugh at themselves.
109
PUNITIVE USE OF HUMOR
TRUE
2. Family members play a lot of practical jokes on each 
other.
12. We have one member of the family who is usually the 
butt of most of our jokes.
15* We often make fun of each other.
20. One of us creates a lot of laughter even though he
or she is not trying to be funny.
24. Family members put each other down in humorous ways.
false
1. We are rarely sarcastic with each other.
8. Attempts at humor rarely result in hurt feelings.
9* There is very little teasing in our family.
18. We do not kid each other about personal weaknesses or 
failures.
21. There is no meanness or cruelty in our family joking.
AFFECT TOWARDS FAMILY ITEM
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Instructionss Place an 'g' on the line below to indicate 
how you generally feel towards your immediate family as a 
whole*
The way I generally feel towards my family is
very very
positive negative
Ill
EMOTIONAL CUTOFF FROM PARENTS 
(Note: Response scores are shown on the scales here)
1. My parents know me pretty well.
strongly strongly
agree 1 2 3 k.. 5 6 7 . 8 disagree
2. I talk to my parents about personal things.
strongly strongly
agree  .L. _JL_ - .3 _i£_ _JL. ,J5_- ..2. _JL_d is agree
3* My relationship with my parents is generally
superficial.
strongly strongly
agree 8 7 6 5. 4 3 2 1 disagree
I enjoy talking with my parents.
strongly strongly
agree 1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8 disagree
5* The main reason I keep in touch with my parents is
that it's my duty.
strongly strongly
agree _JL. ,1L,. .,.5,. JJL. _JL .2. disagree
6. What I really feel about my parents would hurt their 
feelings if they knew.
strongly strongly
agree _8_ ?_ . 6 5 A  _ 3 _ 2 1 disagree
7. My parents and I are unable to carry on a conversation 
about anything but small talk.
strongly strongly
agree 8 7 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 disagree
8. My parents and I have worked out a good relationship—  
I leave them alone and they leave me alone.
strongly strongly
agree 8 7. 6 5 4 3 2 1 disagree
EMOTIONAL CUTOFF (CONTINUED)
112
9* In communicating with my parents I can tell them what
I want to say.
strongly strongly
agree _L_ _2_ _JL_ .A  5.., _6__. 7. _JL_disagree
10. I look forward to phone calls from my parents.
strongly strongly
agree 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 disagree
11. In communicating with ray parents I really have to work
at it.
strongly strongly
agree 8 7 __6_ 5 8 2_ _l__d is agree
12. My parents know me as well as my best friends do.
strongly strongly
agree 1 2 8 k 5 6 7 8 disagree
13* It's hard for me to talk to my parents about my
feelings.
strongly strongly
agree 8 7 6 5 4 8 2 1 disagree
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APPENDIX D
CORRELATES OF SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
Variable r
Complementary interaction -.13
Symmetrical interaction
Parallel interaction .29**
Complementary humor -.18*
Symmetrical humor 1 • 0 Ua
Parallel humor .26**
Affiliative humor .0i+
Punitive humor -.34**
Anxiety - . 1 2
Positive affect .22*
Emotional cutoff -.27*
Cohesion .10
Expressiveness .09
Conflict -•33**
Independence 00•
Achievement orientation -.18*
Intellectual-cultural orientation
00♦
Active-recreational orientation -.0**
Moral-religious orientation .16*
Organization . 0 5
Control -.11
*p < .05
**p < .01
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FAMILY SCORE CORRELATES OF THE RSI
WITH SOCIAL DESIRABILITY REMOVED
Complementary Symmetrical Parallel
interaction interaction interaction
Variable x(R)* X x(*0 X x(R) X
Complementary
interaction • -
s- 00 •58 1 • On 00 -.73
Symmetrical
interaction .48 .58 -.69 -.77
Parallel
interaction -.68 -.73 -.69 -.77
Complementary
humor • 51 .57 .59 .69 -.70
-.78
Symmetrical
humor -.23 -.23 -.14 -.16 .16
.18
Parallel
humor -•39 -.47 -.46 -.63 .5 6 .69
Affiliative
humor -.36 -.40 -.22 -.31 .3 1 .39
Punitive
humor .00 .10 .24 .42
-.24 -.40
Anxiety -.05 .00 .02 .11
O
.1 -.13
Positive
affect -.17 -.24 -.50 -.57 .44 • 53
Cohesion -.33 -.33 -.46 -.49 .44 .46
Expressiveness -.38
CO0*\•1 -.08 -.12 .24 .2 6
Conflict .24 .31 .62 .73 -.58 -.68
^Correlations based on family scores with social desirability removed
are designated by jc(R).
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FAMILY SCORE CORRELATES OF HUMOR INTERACTION STYLE
WITH SOCIAL DESIRABILITY REMOVED
Complementary Symmetrical Parallel
humor humor humor
Variable r(R)* r r(R) r r(R) r
C omplementary 
interaction .51 .57 -.23 -.23 -.39
-.4?
Symmetrical
interaction .59 .69 -.14 -.16
-.46 -.63
Parallel
interaction -.70 -.78 .1 6 .18 .56 .69 ‘
Complementary
humor -.17 -.15
- . 6 8 -.73
Symmetrical
humor -.17 -.15 .38
.36
Parallel
humor - . 6 8 -.73 .3 8
.36
Affiliative
humor -.40 -.42 • 59 . 6 0 .6 8 .69
Punitive
humor .2 1 .35 .30 .2 6
.04 -.16
Anxiety . 2 2 .2 6 -.39 -.41 -.24 -.29
Positive
affect -.40 -.47 .3^ .37 .31 .41
Cohesion -.53 -.56 .23 .29 • 34 .42
Expressiveness -.14 -.18 .14 .14 .19 .21
Conflict • 38 .48 -.10 -.11 -.38 -.51
♦Correlations based on family scores with social desirability removed
are designated by <e(R).
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FAMILY SCORE CORRELATES OF AFFILIATIVE AND PUNITIVE HUMOR
AND POSITIVE AFFECT WITH SOCIAL DESIRABILITY REMOVED
Affiliative Punitive Positive
humor humor affect
Variable £(R)* £ £(R) £ £(R) £
Complementary
interaction - . 3 6
0 •1
00• .10 -.17 -.24
Symmetrical
interaction -.22 -.31 .24 .42 -.50 --57
Parallel
interaction • 31 .39 -.24
-.40 .^ 5 -53
Complementary
humor -.40 -.42 • 21 -35
-.40 -.47
Symmetrical
humor .59 .60 -30
.2 6 -3^ -37
Parallel
humor .68 . 6 9 .04 -.16 -31
.41
Affiliative
humor -30 .18
.46 -50
Punitive
humor .30 .18 -.19 -.27
Anxiety -.40 -.45 -.13 -.08 -.21 -.23
Positive
affect .46 -50 -.19 -.27
Cohesion .53 • 57 -.18 -.22 -70 .72
Expressiveness -39 .40 .18 .12 .16 .18
Conflict -.21 -.2 7 -51 • 59 -.44 -.50
•Correlations based on family scores with social desirability removed
are designated by jc(R).
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